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BULLYING TRENDS IN THE UNITED STATES AND AN ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT 
OF PREVENTION PROGRAMS ON BULLYING SUBTYPES AND GENDER 
By 
Reeve S. Kennedy 
University of New Hampshire 
This three-article dissertation presents three standalone articles that address bullying 
trends over time within the United States (US), gaps in bullying prevention program outcomes 
(both within the US and internationally), and the role of study and methodological features on 
the findings. The first article used meta-regression to establish trends in different types of 
bullying involvement from 1998 to 2017, identified factors that help explain variation in bullying 
trends, and determined differences in those trends by gender and grade. The second article used 
meta-analysis to examine the effectiveness of bullying prevention programs on three subtypes of 
traditional bullying victimization: physical, relational, and verbal, both within and outside the 
US. The third article also used meta-analysis to examine the effectiveness of bullying prevention 
programs, however, this article focused on outcomes by gender, again both within and outside 
the US. Both articles two and three also analyzed how different study level methodological 
features impact these outcomes. Taken together, these three articles provide insight into the state 
of bullying within the US over the past two decades and identify gaps in outcomes of bullying 






CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
According to the media, bullying appears to be on the rise. It is a frequent topic in 
television shows, movies, and the news. Cyberbullying was even selected as a signature issue by 
United States (US) First Lady, Melania Trump. Despite frequent media attention, the current 
trends of bullying remain unclear, as there is variation in trend rates from study to study and 
across the different types of bullying involvement. In addition to being a frequent topic in the 
media, in recent years there has a been an increase in the development and implementation of 
bullying prevention programs, primarily in schools. These bullying prevention programs tend to 
focus on increasing awareness of bullying, educating students, teachers, and parents on how to 
identify and prevent bullying, and improving social relationships among students (Farrington & 
Ttofi, 2009). Meta-analyses of these bullying prevention programs tend to show that programs 
have some efficacy at reducing bullying involvement among youth (Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 
2014; Gaffney, Ttofi, & Farrington, 2019; Jimenez, Ruiz-Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Perez-
Garcia, & Llor-Esteban, 2016; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). 
Bullying is defined according to three principles: intent to harm, a real or perceived 
power imbalance, and repetition (Olweus, 1994). There are four primary subtypes of bullying 
involvement: physical bullying, which includes behaviors such as hitting, kicking, and shoving; 
verbal bullying, which typically involves name-calling, teasing, and threatening; relational 
bullying, which involves rumor spreading and social exclusion, and cyberbullying, which is 
verbal and relational bullying that takes place via an online medium. Typically, verbal, 
relational, and physical bullying are considered forms of “traditional” or “face-to-face” (FTF) 
bullying, while cyberbullying is frequently considered separate, despite research suggesting there 
is considerable overlap between the traditional forms of bullying and cyberbullying (Kessel 
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Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012; Mitchell, Jones, Turner, Shattuck, & Wolak, 
2016; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015). According to the social ecological perspective, bullying is 
influenced by individual, as well as external factors, including family, school, peers, and society 
(Espelage 2014; Hong & Espelage, 2012). This perspective, based on Bronfenbrenner’s 
ecological theory, asserts that youth behavior is influenced by interactions with a variety of 
different environmental contexts or systems (Espelage 2014), such as the microsystem, 
mesosystem, exo-system, and the macrosystem. Each of these systems either interacts with each 
other or with the youth directly.  
This perspective can be used as a framework to understand the recent shifts in bullying 
behaviors often reported in research studies and found in this dissertation. In recent decades, 
people have become more aware of bullying and its detrimental effects, and bullying prevention 
programs are being implemented at many schools as a result. This increased awareness of 
bullying has led to greater efforts to see, prevent, and stop bullying. Youth receive messages 
from different systems and social environments that bullying is unacceptable, and this has led to 
a widespread awareness and condemnation of bullying perpetration. Via the social ecological 
perspective, this cultural shift in the understanding and the acceptability of bullying provides a 
framework for understanding why there are more bullying prevention programs implemented 
today and partially informs why bullying is viewed in such a negative light. Yet, despite being 
accepted as a widespread issue, there is not a clear understanding of bullying trends in the United 
States, particularly when taking into consideration the various subtypes of bullying involvement 
and how trends might vary by gender or grade. 
In order to assess bullying trends across different subtypes of bullying and as a way to 
assess the differential impacts of bullying prevention programs, this dissertation presents three 
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stand-alone articles with a shared theme of bullying. The three articles address: (1) bullying 
trends from 1998 to 2017 across multiple types of bullying involvement, as well as identifying 
study level factors that influence these trends; (2) outcomes of bullying prevention programs on 
subtypes of traditional bullying victimization individually, compared with each other, as well as 
methodological features that impact these outcomes; and (3) outcomes of bullying prevention 
programs of traditional bullying victimization by gender, as well as methodological features that 
impact these outcomes. In addition to a common theme of bullying, the articles all explore the 
role of methodological features on the findings, and loosely build upon each other.   
The first article used meta-regression to combine the findings from previously published 
bullying trend studies: (1) to establish trends in bullying from 1998 to 2017, (2) to identify 
factors that help explain variation in bullying trends, and (3) to assess variation in trends by 
gender and grade. The types of bullying included were: FTF bullying victimization, FTF 
bullying perpetration, cyberbullying victimization, FTF relational bullying victimization, FTF 
verbal bullying victimization, and FTF physical bullying victimization. Trends of FTF bullying 
victimization and cyberbullying victimization were also analyzed by gender and grade. The 
findings suggest that while cyberbullying victimization is on the rise, FTF physical bullying 
victimization, FTF verbal bullying victimization, and FTF bullying perpetration have all 
significantly declined. Furthermore, the trends varied by gender for FTF bullying victimization, 
with it decreasing among boys and increasing among girls. 
The second article builds upon Article One by examining whether the trends for physical, 
verbal, and relational bullying victimization found in Article One were related to the use of 
bullying prevention programs. In Article Two, I used meta-analysis to examine outcomes of 
bullying prevention programs both on three subtypes of traditional bullying victimization: 
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physical, relational, and verbal, individually and when compared to each other. I also explored 
how different methodological features of the included studies impacted these outcomes. The 
findings indicated that bullying prevention programs are effective at reducing relational and 
physical bullying victimization, with no significant effect for verbal bullying victimization 
among studies conducted in the US. All three subtypes were significant and positive in studies 
conducted outside of the US, indicating a decline in bullying post-intervention. There was some 
additional variation in the findings based on the different methodological features of the studies; 
however, verbal bullying victimization was only significant in studies conducted outside of the 
US.  
Article Three builds upon Article One and compliments Article Two by examining 
whether the gender-based trends of bullying victimization found in Article One were related to 
the use of bullying prevention programs, specifically the finding that FTF bullying victimization 
among boys is decreasing while increasing among girls. In this article, I used meta-analysis to 
explore the differences of the outcomes of bullying prevention programs for traditional bullying 
victimization by gender. Additionally, I examined the influence of different methodological 
features on the prevention program outcomes by gender. The overall (whole sample) findings of 
this study support the findings from Article One, with bullying prevention programs significantly 
reducing bullying victimization among boys, but not among girls. Further analysis revealed that 
bullying prevention programs are effective for both boys and girls in studies conducted outside 
of the US, yet were found to be ineffective (not significant) for both boys and girls in studies 
conducted inside of the US. Furthermore, there were additional variations in the findings based 
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CHAPTER II: ARTICLE ONE 
BULLYING TRENDS IN THE UNITED STATES: A META-REGRESSION 
Abstract 
The current study used meta-regression to establish trends in bullying from 1998 to 2017, 
to identify factors that help explain variation in bullying trends, and to determine differences in 
the trends by gender and grade. This study focused on trends of face-to-face (FTF) bullying 
victimization and perpetration, cyberbullying victimization, relational bullying victimization, 
verbal bullying victimization, and physical bullying victimization, as well as characteristics of 
the youth involved. It also explored methodological and survey differences to help determine 
which factors contribute to variation from study to study. A systematic search found 91 studies 
reporting trends of bullying, from 1998 to 2017, that met pre-defined inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. The findings illustrate no significant time trend when looking at FTF bullying 
victimization, yet an increasing time trend for cyberbullying victimization. Additional trends 
begin to emerge when stratifying the findings by grade and gender, with FTF bullying 
victimization among boys declining, while FTF bullying victimization among girls is increasing. 
Across both FTF bullying victimization and cyberbullying victimization, younger adolescents 
report significantly more bullying than older adolescents, and this is consistent over time.  Verbal 
and physical bullying victimization, as well as FTF bullying perpetration have significantly 
declined over time. This study also identified key variables that contribute to the variation from 
trend study to trend study. The implications of these findings inform both policy and practice, as 
well as provide insight into the overall scope of bullying within the United States. 





Bullying is a growing area of concern among parents, schools, and the news media, yet is 
bullying actually growing in frequency? Some research suggests that traditional face-to-face 
(FTF) bullying perpetration and victimization have actually declined over the past few decades 
(Chester et al., 2015; Molcho et al., 2009; Perlus, Brooks-Russell, Wang, & Iannotti, 2014; 
Shetgiri, Lin, & Flores, 2013), while cyberbullying has increased (Kessel Schneider, O’Donnell, 
& Smith, 2015; Ybarra, Mitchell, & Korchmaros, 2011). However, there is considerable 
variation from trend study to trend study, with some studies reporting a decline, while others 
report no change or even an increase. Complicating the understanding of bullying trends even 
further, different studies report different rates, even for the same year. The present study will use 
reported rates of FTF bullying victimization and perpetration, cyberbullying victimization, verbal 
bullying victimization, physical bullying victimization, and relational bullying victimization to 
examine the prevalence between 1998 and 2017.  
According to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), bullying is defined according to 
several principles: (1) Unwanted aggressive behavior by youth other than siblings or dating 
partners; (2) Power imbalance – observed or perceived; (3) Repeated incidents or high likelihood 
of repetition; and (4) Physical, psychological, social, or educational harm or distress on the 
victim (CDC, 2017). Nested within this definition there are four subtypes of bullying: FTF 
relational bullying, which is a covert FTF bullying that includes behaviors such as rumor 
spreading and social isolation; physical bullying, which is overt and includes behaviors such as 
hitting, kicking, pushing, and shoving; FTF verbal bullying, which is also overt and includes 
behaviors such as name-calling, teasing, and threatening; and cyberbullying, which is verbal or 
relational bullying that takes place via an electronic medium (online, texting, etc.);. On many 
questionnaires, physical, verbal, and relational bullying are included in the definition of FTF 
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bullying, while cyberbullying is frequently addressed as a separate construct in a separate 
question – thus separating electronic forms from FTF forms of bullying.  
Bullying Victimization 
Upon first glance, much of the previous trend literature suggests that the prevalence of 
bullying victimization has declined since the 1990’s (Chester et al., 2015; Perlus, et al., 2014; 
Waasdorp, Pas, Zablotsky, & Bradshaw, 2017). For example, Perlus and colleagues (2014), 
using the Health Behavior in School Aged Children survey (HBSC; USA sample), found that 
peer victimization decreased from 13.7% in 1998 to 10.2% in 2010. While their findings 
demonstrated a consistent and significant decline from each data collection point, other studies 
have identified an overall net decline, with year to year fluctuations, rather than a consistent 
linear decline. For instance, Kessel Schneider and colleagues (2015) found an overall net 
downward trend in bullying victimization from 2006 to 2012 (26% to 23%), with a rate that 
peaked in 2010 at 28%, thus not an overall linear decline.  
The disparity between Perlus and colleagues (2014) rate of 10.2% in 2010 and Kessel 
Schneider and colleagues (2015) rate of 28% in 2010 illustrates the impact different 
methodological procedures can have on rates of bullying. In this instance, Perlus and colleagues 
(2014) were referring to more frequent incidents of bullying victimization over a short period of 
time (two or more times in the past couple of months) among a nationally representative sample 
of youth in grades 6-10. In contrast, Kessel Schneider and colleagues (2015) were referring to a 
single incident of bullying over a longer period of time (one or more times in the past 12 months) 
among a regional census of Massachusetts high school students. The present study aims to 
explore how methodological differences, such as these, can impact the reported rates of bullying 
across studies.  
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Much of the reported decline in bullying victimization is among boys (Chester et al., 
2015; Molcho et al., 2009; Kessel Schneider et al., 2015), while bullying victimization among 
girls appears to be decreasing at a much slower rate or even increasing. Molcho and colleagues 
(2009), also using the HBSC, found that among boys, occasional bullying victimization (defined 
as once or more) decreased by 10% from 1998 to 2006 (40% to 30%), while bullying 
victimization among girls remained stable. They found a very similar pattern for chronic 
victimization (defined as two or more incidences this month/term), though with only a 4% 
decline from 1998 to 2006 among boys (Molcho et al., 2009). This trend suggests that boys are 
experiencing a greater reduction in bullying compared to girls.   
Additionally, there is variation in whether boys experience a higher incidence of bullying 
victimization than girls, with some studies reporting that girls report more bullying victimization 
than boys (Data Point, 2016), while others show the opposite (Molcho et al., 2009). Again, this 
variation is likely due to differences in the way questions regarding bullying victimization are 
posed and operationalized. Regarding age, the findings are generally fairly consistent across 
studies, with younger adolescents (middle school age) experiencing more bullying victimization, 
as well as a greater decline since the late 1990s compared to 9th and 10th graders (Perlus et al., 
2014). While older teenagers (12th graders) appear to experience less victimization overall 
(Howard et al., 2012).  
Cyberbullying 
Unlike FTF bullying involvement, the research indicates that cyberbullying has increased 
in the past two decades. In general, cyberbullying has increased since the mid-2000s to the mid-
2010s (and likely beyond that), particularly among girls and early high school students (Kessel 
Schneider et al., 2015). Jones and colleagues (2013) found that the proportion of youth who 
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reported online harassment victimization increased from 6% in 2000 to 11% in 2010. One reason 
for this increase is likely due to an increase in the availability and use of the internet, as well as 
the widespread use of smart phones. Despite the differing trends for cyberbullying and FTF 
bullying, previous research shows that they are highly intertwined, with a considerable portion of 
youth who experience cyberbullying or online harassment also reporting other forms of FTF 
bullying victimization (Mitchell, Jones, Turner, Shattuck, & Wolak, 2016; Waasdorp & 
Bradshaw, 2015). Despite the emerging research that cyberbullying and FTF bullying have 
considerable overlap for most youth, the vast majority of research studies address them as 
distinct entities, asking about cyberbullying separately from other forms of bullying.   
Broken down by gender, girls and boys experience cyberbullying differently, with girls 
reporting a greater increase in cyberbullying over the past few years (Kessel Schneider et a., 
2015). Kessel Schneider and colleagues (2015) conducted a quantitative analysis of trends in 
cyberbullying and school victimization in Massachusetts and found that cyberbullying 
victimization increased from 17% in 2006 to 27% in 2012 among girls, and only increased from 
12% to 15% among boys. Some researchers have speculated that girls are more likely to 
experience cyberbullying, as it is a medium that is more conducive to relational and indirect 
forms of bullying, in contrast to physical bullying which tends to require physical contact (Jones 
et al., 2013). This would explain why girls report cyberbullying involvement at higher rates than 
boys.   
Limitations of Previous Research and Current Study 
 While the previous research on bullying trends illustrates an overall downward or flat 
trend in bullying victimization and perpetration, and an upward trend in cyberbullying, there is 
substantial variability in rates from study to study. This variability is likely due to different 
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methodological procedures employed by each study, these differences could include sampling, 
formatting/wording of the survey questions, operationalization of variables, analytical methods, 
and the different data collection years. For example, some of the studies ask about bullying 
involvement within the past month (Shetgiri et al., 2014), while others ask about the past year 
(Kessel Schneider et al., 2015). Some studies break down bullying into “chronic” and 
“occasional” (Molcho et al., 2009; Ybarra et al., 2011), while others dichotomize it into “yes” or 
“no” (Kessel Schneider et al., 2015). The language used on a survey can also have a substantial 
effect on the findings. For example, in a recent meta-analysis, Modecki, Minchin, Harbaugh, 
Guerra, and Runions (2014) found higher rates of bullying involvement when a definition of 
bullying was included on the survey, compared to when there was no definition included. 
Additionally, they found lower rates when the word “bully” was explicitly stated in the survey. 
Some surveys do not provide a definition of bullying or explicitly mention bullying, but rather 
ask about specific bullying behaviors in individual questions to ascertain bullying involvement 
without making it explicit that they are trying to assess bullying. Differences like these can result 
in large differences in findings. 
This present study aims to address these issues by conducting multiple meta-regressions 
that examine the influence of methodological and survey differences on bullying rates, as well as 
meta-regressions that examine bullying trends over time when combining the findings from 
multiple studies. Taken together, the primary aims of this study are to (1) Identify factors that 
help explain variation in trends of bullying involvement; (2) Establish the trends of bullying 
involvement between 1998 and 2017; and (3) Determine whether there are differences in these 





This article presents a meta-regression that synthesizes studies that examine trends in 
types of bullying from 1998 to 2017 in the United States. This meta-regression also identifies 
study and survey level differences that contribute to variation from study to study. Three online 
databases (Academic Premier Search, PsycINFO, and ERIC) were systematically searched by 
the author and sole reviewer, using the terms:  bully*, trend*, school safety, time trend, peer 
victimization, school, victimization, perpetration, time, cyberbully* to identify studies published 
between 1990 and 2018 that reported bullying rates for at least two-time points (measured in 
years).  Reference lists, Google Scholar, as well as a search on Google for grey literature relating 
to bullying trends were also used. The google search focused on the search terms “bully” and 
“trend” and systematically went through each state in the United States, it was used as a way to 
find local government and state bullying trend reports. For the google search, the reviewer used 
discretion when identifying acceptable search results. Covidence web-based software platform 
was used to collect and review studies for inclusion in the present meta-analysis. A flow diagram 
of the search is presented in Figure 1.1.  
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 
 Studies included in this analysis used survey research that was repeated at two or more 
points in time. In addition to peer-reviewed studies, this analysis includes gray literature reports 
that are released every few years, as they use the same methodology with each wave of data 
(such as the Youth Risk Behavior Survey and the National Crime Victimization Survey). 
Additional inclusion criteria included: English-speaking sample, published in the United States 




Figure 1.1  
Flow Chart of Systematic Search 
 
Articles were excluded from the full-text review stage for eight different reasons (Figure 
1.1). Forty-eight studies had the wrong outcomes, meaning they did not report the percentage of 
reported bullying involvement by year; 17 did not report on rates in the US in isolation; 16 used 
the wrong study design, meaning they were not strictly reporting on unaltered rates, they might 
be reporting on the outcome of a prevention program; 11 had the wrong key variable, meaning 
they did not report on any of the types of bullying involvement reported in this study; 11 used 
duplicate data, meaning that they used the same data as another study in the sample; five were 
duplicates that were missed in the abstract review; four did not report sample size by year, and 
two were on the wrong topic, meaning they were not discussing bullying involvement.  
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Key Variables and Coding  
This review explored seven types of bullying involvement: global FTF bullying 
victimization, which refers to reports of bullying victimization that mostly includes face-to-face 
(FTF) bullying victimization.. Global FTF bullying perpetration, which refers to reports of FTF 
bullying perpetration. Cyberbullying victimization, which refers to reports of electronic/online 
bullying victimization. FTF physical bullying victimization, which refers to reports of physical 
bullying victimization, which may include hitting, kicking, and shoving. FTF verbal bullying 
victimization, which refers to reports of verbal bullying victimization, which may include threats, 
name-calling, and teasing; and FTF relational bullying victimization, which refers to reports of 
relational bullying victimization, and may include rumor spreading and social exclusion.1 These 
are the primary outcome variables for this study, and are conceptualized as the rate of self-
reported bullying victimization or perpetration for each subtype of bullying. 
Other included variables were: bullying frequency, which refers to the way the study 
recorded frequency of a given type of bullying involvement (coded: yes - 1 or more times and 
frequent - 2 or more times). Time frame, which refers to the time frame in which participants 
were asked to remember bullying involvement (coded: past 30 days, past 6 months, past 12 
months, and past couple of months). Location, which refers to where the bullying took place 
(coded: school, online, and mixed). Sampling indicates whether the sample population was 
randomly selected. Sample location indicates whether the study is a nationally representative or a 
regional sample. Type of article refers to whether the study was peer-reviewed or a grey 
literature report. Wording-Bully indicates whether the word “bully” was used in the survey. 
Definition provided, indicates whether a definition was provided. Definition – power, indicates 
whether the definition or question mentioned a power imbalance. Definition – repeat, indicates 
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whether the definition or question mentioned the repetition of bullying involvement. Grade 
refers to the grade level of the participants. It was categorized by grouped grade levels, as many 
of the included studies were conducted in schools without indicating the specific ages of the 
participants (coded as: 8th and below, 9th and above, or overlap). The overlap category was 
included, as some studies do not separate their findings by grade level. Gender refers to the self-
identified “gender” of the participant (coded: boy, girl, or gender-combined). Gender-combined 
refers to studies that reported prevalence rates that were not broken down by gender. 
Data extraction. A standardized data extraction form following the guidelines outlined 
by Lipsey and Wilson (2001) was used for all data extraction. Extracted data were entered in a 
database using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis Software Version 3 (CMA; Borenstein, Hedges, 
Higgins, & Rothstein, 2013). To increase reliability, an intra-rater reliability check was used. The 
check resulted in 99.15% agreement between the original coding and the recoding, which 
represents an extremely high reliability rate.  
Statistical Analysis 
All analyses for this study were conducted using CMA software and Microsoft Excel. 
Crude prevalence estimates by year for each type of bullying involvement (FTF bullying 
victimization, FTF bullying perpetration, FTF relational bullying victimization, FTF verbal 
bullying victimization, FTF physical bullying victimization, and FTF bullying perpetration) were 
extracted from each study, along with the sample size and used to calculate the logit event rate, 
standard error, and variance. As a way to increase precision, the weights of the individual 
prevalence estimates were assigned using the sum of the variance within and the variance 
between studies (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, and Rothstein 2009). All calculations were 
conducted using CMA software. Heterogeneity, using the Q-statistic, was assessed in the 
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findings of the meta-regression.  All of the meta-regressions used a fully random effects model, 
Knapp Hartung estimates, and a restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimator. The fully 
random effects model was determined to be appropriate as this study aimed to compare event 
rates across years, which suggests there will be variation both between years and within years 
due to study level differences (Borenstein et al., 2009). Select significant linear trends were 
converted from logit event rates to event rates for easier interpretation and plotted using excel. 
Step 1: In order to address the first aim (regarding variance between studies), six multi-
model univariate fully random effects meta-regressions (one for each bullying type) were 
conducted. Two additional meta-regressions stratified by gender were run for FTF bullying 
victimization and cyberbullying victimization. All potential covariates (identified a priori) were 
run individually to assess their effect on the variance between studies, as well as their statistical 
significance.  
Step 2: As a way to determine the trendlines (aim 2 and 3), ten meta-regressions (global 
FTF victimization, boy FTF victimization, girl FTF victimization, cyberbullying victimization, 
boy cyberbullying victimization, girl cyberbullying victimization, physical bullying 
victimization, verbal bullying victimization, relational bullying victimization, and FTF bullying 
perpetration) were conducted with year as the only covariate. The models were then rerun with 
grade as an additional covariate. Grade was added to the model as it has consistently been shown 
to be related to rates of bullying involvement (Howard et al., 2012; Perlus et al., 2014; Wang et 
al., 2009), due to this, it was considered important to illustrate the trends while controlling for 
grade. 
Step 3: The samples were then stratified by grade and gender (for FTF bullying 
victimization and cyberbullying victimization) and meta-regressed to assess the trend for grade 
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and gender by year. For FTF bullying perpetration (n = 32 prevalence rates with only 4 
individual studies), FTF relational bullying victimization (n = 38 prevalence rates, with only 4 
individual studies), FTF physical bullying victimization (n = 32 prevalence rates, with 4 
individual studies), and FTF verbal bullying victimization (n = 23 prevalence rates, with only 3 
individual studies), meta-regressions could not be conducted by gender or grade due to small 
sample sizes.  
Step 4: A sensitivity analysis was conducted that excluded the Youth Risk Behavior 
Survey (YRBS) data, as it makes up a significant portion of the sample. For more information on 
the methodology for the sensitivity analysis, contact the author. 
Initially, the covariates identified as significant in the univariate analysis were intended to 
be included and used as control variables in Step 2 of the analysis; however, according to 
Borenstein and colleagues (2009), in meta-regression you need a minimum of 10 prevalence 
rates and/or studies per covariate. While there were more than 10 prevalence rates for each 
subtype, the majority of the covariates were at the survey level, and with only 14 unique surveys, 
the additional covariates were not included in the models. Additionally, no analyses were run on 
cyberbullying perpetration due to an extremely small sample.  
Results 
Of the 1496 studies identified during the systematic search, 91 met the identified 
inclusion criteria, representing 14 distinct regular data collection projects with 2708 single year 
prevalence rates (Appendix A). The majority of the studies reviewed reported on FTF bullying 
victimization (499 prevalence rates for gender-combined, 437 prevalence rates each for boys and 
girls) and cyberbullying victimization (392 prevalence rates for gender-combined, 353 
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prevalence rates each for boys and girls), while substantially fewer studies reported on subtypes 
of FTF victimization or FTF perpetration.  
Factors Influencing Variance Between Studies 
FTF Bullying Victimization. Univariate meta-regressions identified seven covariates as 
having a significant impact on the between study variance for FTF victimization when looking at 
the gender-combined sample. They were: wording, time frame, grade, random sample, sample 
location, location, inclusion of power in the definition, and inclusion of repetition in the 
definition (Appendix B). For example, studies that included the word “bully”, had a time frame 
of 12 months or past couple of months (compared to past 30 days), surveyed 9th graders and 
above, used random sampling, and included a definition that mentioned power and/or repetition 
had lower reported rates of FTF bullying victimization. Studies that had a regional sample, 
mixed/ambiguous location (compared to school only) had higher reported rates of bullying 
victimization. For the studies that broke down the findings by gender (Appendix C), the 
statistically significant covariates were: wording, time frame (12 months), grade (9th and above), 
location, and random sample, and all of the studies that included these features, except location, 
had lower reported rates of bullying than the studies that did not have these characteristics. 
Studies that had a mixed/ambiguous location (compared to school only) had higher rates of 
reported FTF bullying victimization.  
Cyberbullying victimization. The univariate analysis for cyberbullying victimization 
(gender-combined) revealed that almost all of the covariates examined were statistically 
significant (Appendix D). They were year, wording, time frame, frequency, grade, random 
sample, sample location, power in the definition, definition provided, repetition in the definition, 
and type of article. Studies that included a time frame of the past six months (compared to 30 
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days), a higher bullying frequency, as well as a sample of both 9th grade and above and an 
overlapping sample (compared to 8th grade and below) had lower reported rates of cyberbullying 
victimization. Studies that included the word “bully”, had a time from of 12 months (compared 
to 30 days), had a random sample, had a regional sample, provided a definition that included 
power and repetition, and was published in a report had higher rates of reported cyberbullying 
victimization. Unlike in the gender-combined analysis for cyberbullying victimization, there was 
only one statistically significant covariate for the boy and girl subgroups: 9th grade and above 
(Appendix E). Studies that had a 9th grade and above sample had lower rates of reported 
cyberbullying victimization among boys and girls.  
FTF Physical bullying victimization. For FTF physical bullying victimization, the 
univariate meta-regression revealed that year, time frame, grade, random sample, sample 
location, and all three definition covariates were statistically significant (Appendix F).  In other 
words, studies that had a time frame of 12 months (compared to 30 days), a regional sample, 
provided a definition that included power and repetition, and were published as a report had 
higher rates of FTF physical bullying victimization. In contrast, studies that had a time frame of 
6 months (compared to 30 days), had a higher frequency of bullying incidences, had an 
overlapping sample, and had a random sample had lower reported rates of FTF physical bullying 
victimization. 
FTF Verbal bullying victimization. For FTF verbal bullying victimization, the 
univariate analysis found that year, wording, and grade were the only covariates that 
significantly contributed to the variance between studies (Appendix G). A sample of 9th grade 
and above resulted in lower reported rates of FTF verbal bullying victimization, while an 
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overlapping sample and use of the word “bully” in the survey resulted in higher reported rates of 
FTF verbal bullying victimization. 
FTF Relational bullying victimization. For FTF relational bullying victimization, the 
univariate analysis found that time frame, grade, random sample, sample location, and all three 
covariates related to the definition significantly contributed to the between study variance 
(Appendix H). The findings show that studies that had a time frame of 12 months (compared to 
30 days), a regional sample, and included a definition of bullying that mentioned power and 
repetition had higher reported rates of FTF relational bullying victimization. While studies that 
had a time frame of 6 months (compared to 30 days), an overlapping sample, and a random 
sample had lower reported rates of FTF relational bullying victimization. 
FTF Bullying perpetration. The univariate analysis for FTF bullying perpetration found 
that only year and time frame significantly contributed to the variance between studies 
(Appendix I). Studies on FTF bullying perpetration that had a time frame of the past 12 months 























Meta-Regression: Global FTF Bullying Victimization Trend Over time and By Grade  
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T2 0.35 0.38 0.33 0.10 .11 .08 












I2 99.67% 99.20% 98.96% 98.83% 96.63% 94.90% 
R2 Analog 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.71 0.71 0.77 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
Trends of Bullying Involvement 
FTF bullying victimization. Table 1.1 shows the findings from the FTF bullying 
victimization analysis stratified by gender. Model 1 shows no statistically significant change in 
FTF bullying victimization by year when looking at the gender-combined and girl samples. In 
contrast, FTF bullying victimization among boys was found to have a significant negative trend 
(B: -0.02, SE: .01, p<.05), indicating that FTF bullying victimization among boys has 
significantly decreased since the late 1990s.   
Model 2 shows the analysis when controlling for grade. For gender-combined, the 
addition of the grade covariate did not have a significant impact on year; yet, grade was 
statistically significant, indicating that 8th graders and below reported experiencing significantly 
more FTF bullying victimization than 9th graders and above (B: -1.11, SE: .03, p<.001).  In 
Model 2, both the boy and girl samples were significant by year, with FTF bullying victimization 
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among girls showing a statistically significant increase (B: 0.01, SE: .01, p<.01), and FTF 
bullying victimization among boys still showing a statistically significant decrease (B: -0.02, SE: 
.005, p<.001). The significant linear trends illustrating this gender difference are displayed in 
Figure 1.2A. Like in the gender-combined sample, grade was significant for both boys and girls, 
with the 9th grade and above girls (B: -1.18, SE: .04, p<.001) and boys (B: -1.13, SE: .03, 














































































(A) Significant Bullying Trends: Gender 
Differences in FTF Bullying Victimization 


















































































































































































































































(E) Bullying Perpetration: 1998-2017
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Table 1.2 shows the FTF bullying victimization trends stratified by both gender and 
grade. The findings showed that among girls there was a significant positive relationship 
between year and FTF bullying victimization within the 8th grade and below sample only (B: 
0.03, SE: .01, p<.01). Among boys, the findings showed a significant negative relationship 
within the 9th grade and above sample only (B: -0.02, SE: .01, p<.001).  
Table 1.2  
Meta-Regression: FTF Bullying Victimization by Grade – Gender-Combined, Girl, Boy 
  8th Grade & Below 
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T2 0.07 0.08 .07 0.11 0.12 .08 












I2 98.78 96.32% 95.88% 98.81% 96.63% 94.28% 
R2 Analog 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.05 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
Cyberbullying victimization. Table 1.3 shows the analysis for cyberbullying 
victimization stratified by gender. Model 1 reveals that for the gender-combined sample, 
cyberbullying victimization increased at a significant rate (B: 0.03, SE: .01, p<.001; Figure 
1.2B), yet with no identifiable trend among the independent boy and girl samples. Model 2 
shows that year was not significant for any of the groups when controlling for grade. Similar to 
FTF bullying victimization, grade itself was significant for all three groups, indicating that older 
adolescents report experiencing significantly less cyberbullying victimization than younger 
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adolescents. The analysis stratified by both gender and grade revealed no significant findings for 
cyberbullying victimization.  
Table 1.3 
Meta-Regression: Cyberbullying Victimization, Gender-Combined, Boy, and Girl -Trend Over 
Time and By Grade 
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T2 0.14 0.16 0.09 0.08 .12 .07 












I2 98.96% 98.03% 94.38% 98.06% 97.44% 93.11% 
R2 Analog 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.29 0.23 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
FTF Victimization subtypes & FTF bullying perpetration. Table 1.4 shows the 
findings for the meta-regressions for FTF verbal, relational, and physical bullying victimization, 
as well as FTF bullying perpetration. According to the analysis, FTF physical bullying 
victimization (Figure 1.2C: B: -.13, SE: .03, p<.001) and FTF verbal bullying victimization 
(Figure 1.2D; B: -.09, SE: .02, p<.001) have declined significantly since 2005, while FTF 
bullying perpetration has significantly declined since 1998 (Figure 1.2E; B: -.05, SE: .02, p<.05). 
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There was no significant trend for FTF relational bullying victimization. The differing starting 
years (2005 vs. 1998) are due to differences in the starting year of the extracted prevalence rates.  
Table 1.4 
Meta-Regression: Verbal, Relational, Physical Bullying Victimization, and FTF Perpetration 
with Year as a Covariate 
  Verbal N = 23 Relational N= 38 Physical N=32 Perpetration N=33 
Covariate B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95% CI B (SE) 95% CI 
Intercept  -.574 (.29) -1.17-.02 -.25 (.41) -1.09-.59 .01 (.45) -.90-.92 -1.36 (.24)*** -1.85- -.88 
Year-C 
(Centered) 
-.09 (.02)*** -.013- -.05 -.06 (.03) -.12-.005 -.13 (.03)*** -.20- -.06 -.05 (.02)* -.08- -.01 













































*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
Sensitivity Analysis 
It is important to note that the majority of the studies in this analysis used the YRBS (77 
studies or 84.6%; this included the national YRBS sample, as well as all of the states and cities 
that included at least two data points; See Supplement 1 for Table of Studies), due to this, a 
sensitivity analysis was conducted to assess the impact of YRBS on the findings. Overall, the 
sensitivity analysis revealed no significant differences in the trends for cyberbullying 
victimization or FTF bullying victimization. For more specific findings of the sensitivity 







The general view of bullying trends depends on the sets of studies being examined, as 
well as the types of bullying being studied. This analysis found that for FTF bullying 
victimization, examining many studies at once resulted in too much variation for a clear trend 
line. However, when subtypes of bullying were examined, clear trends emerged.  For example, 
cyberbullying victimization appears to have significantly increased, from about 10 percent in 
2000 to just over 16 percent in 2017, while other subtypes significantly decreased. FTF bullying 
perpetration decreased from about 20% in 1998 to 10% in 2017, FTF verbal bullying 
victimization decreased from about 23% in 2005 to 9% in 2017, and FTF physical bullying 
victimization decreased from 29% in 2005 to 8% in 2017. 
Since the early 2000s, cyberbullying has increased at a statistically significant rate, which 
is consistent with previous studies (Kessel Schneider et al., 2015). While this study did explore 
trends in FTF bullying and cyberbullying separately, emerging research on the overlap between 
the two suggests that they are not distinct entities (Mitchell et al., 2016; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 
2015). Rather, Mitchell and colleagues (2016) assert bullying (or peer harassment) is one large 
construct, where online and FTF are both settings in which bullying can occur. One possible 
explanation for why cyberbullying victimization might be increasing compared to FTF bullying 
victimization is that youth spend more of their free time online, thus increasing the window in 
which cyberbullying can occur. However, it is important to note, that while cyberbullying 
victimization is on the rise, it is still affecting a smaller percentage of youth. In 2017, this study 
found that approximately 16 percent of youth reported experiencing cyberbullying victimization, 
while in the same year 23 percent of youth reported experiencing FTF bullying victimization.  
 
 29
The analysis on FTF bullying victimization subtypes found that both FTF physical and 
FTF verbal bullying victimization have significantly declined, whereas no significant linear trend 
was found for relational bullying victimization. It is likely that this decrease in FTF verbal and 
FTF physical bullying victimization is due largely to the increased awareness of bullying and the 
increased utilization of bullying prevention programs, which often target these overt forms of 
bullying.  
Gender & Grade. Additional trends emerged when examining FTF victimization by 
grade and gender. For the gender-combined sample, FTF bullying victimization appears to be 
decreasing among adolescents in grades nine and above, down approximately four percent from 
1998 to 2017. Among boys, FTF bullying victimization has significantly decreased since the 
1990s, particularly among boys in grades nine and above, down six percent. For girls, when 
grade is held constant, FTF b b ullying victimization appears to be increasing, from 
approximately 26% in 1998 to 30% in 2017. It is also increasing among younger adolescent 
girls, up 13 percent from 1998 to 2017. This finding regarding gender differences is consistent 
with previous research that has found that FTF bullying victimization among boys is declining, 
while FTF bullying among girls is increasing (Chester et al., 2015; Molcho et al., 2009; Kessel 
Schneider et al., 2015).  
This contrasting findings for boys and girls suggests that there is something different 
happening for boys compared to girls. There have been several cultural shifts in both 
opportunities for girls and the way they are perceived in the US that might help explain the 
increasing trend in bullying victimization. Over the past few decades there has been a shift in 
avenues of achievement and competition for girls. For example, girls are now graduating from 
high school and college at higher rates than boys (Buchmann, DiPrete, & McDaniel, 2008) and 
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they generally do better in school (Buchmann et al., 2008; Voyer & Voyer, 2014). It is possible 
that with the increase in avenues and opportunities, girls are experiencing more pressure and 
stress that has resulted in greater tendencies to denigrate others who they may see as threats. 
Relatedly, shifts in expectations for girls overall may have paved the way for them to brave more 
normative disapproval than in past decades, specifically as a way to achieve their goals and 
develop individuality, which might result in more targeting by peers. Additionally, there has 
been a rise in the discourse regarding girl aggression and violence (Steffensmeier, Schwartz, 
Zhong, & Ackerman, 2005), and a reframing of girls from “vulnerable” to more aggressive 
“mean girls” (Ringrose, 2006). It is possible that this reframing as more aggressive, may have led 
to behavioral shifts in which they are more likely to act out aggressively towards each other. 
The relationship between grade and gender poses additional questions. For instance, what 
is going on with younger girls that is resulting in a significant increase in FTF bullying 
victimization, while there is no clear trend for older girls? And likewise, why is FTF bullying 
victimization declining for older boys, but no clear trend is apparent for younger boys? This 
relationship between age and gender will need to be explored more in future research.  
Grade. Looking at grade on its own, a pattern emerged for both cyberbullying 
victimization and FTF bullying victimization: younger adolescents (8th grade and below) are 
significantly more likely to experience bullying than older adolescents (9th grade and above) 
across both boys and girls. While this finding is not new and is consistent with prior research 
(Howard et al., 2012; Perlus et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2009), it reinforces our understanding of 
the relationship between grade and bullying, and illustrates that bullying is more of an issue 
among middle school and younger youth than high school youth. This finding has clear policy 
and practice implications, for example, if bullying tends to be significantly more prevalent 
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among middle school aged youth, than the bulk of prevention efforts need to focus on middle 
school and younger youth.  By targeting prevention efforts before youth enter middle school, 
programs might have a better chance of preventing bullying from occurring. In fact, a meta-
analysis by Yeager, Fong, Lee, & Espelage (2015) found that prevention programs are more 
effective with younger adolescents and are virtually ineffective with older adolescents. Evidence 
based programs such as Second Step take this approach and have had success (Taub, 2001). In 
addition, education and efforts to encourage prevention such as bystander mobilization (Polanin, 
Espelage, & Pigott, 2012) might increase youth awareness and encourage their ability to 
recognize and intervene when bullying is occurring, thus preventing it from escalating.  
Methodological Factors  
In addition to examining overall trends, and trends by grade and gender, this study also 
identified key methodological and study features of research on bullying trends.  In other words, 
this study attempted to isolate features of bullying trend studies that contribute to variation from 
study to study. A few covariates remained significant across bullying involvement types, they 
were: wording, time frame, grade, random sample, sample location, inclusion of power in the 
definition, and inclusion of repetition in the definition.  
Like the overall trends, the influence of these covariates largely depended on the type of 
bullying involvement. Only grade and sample location had the same influence on all types of 
bullying examined: studies with a sample of 9th grade and above had lower reported rates of 
bullying involvement (compared to 8th grade and below), while studies that had a regional 
sample had higher reported rates of bullying involvement (compared to a national sample).  
One unexpected finding regarding the time frames in which bullying is recalled. One 
would expect that studies with larger time frames would have higher reported rates of bullying 
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involvement; however, that does not appear to be the case. Instead the prevalence varied based 
on both time frame and type of bullying involvement. Studies that looked at FTF bullying 
victimization that had a time frame of the “past 12 months” had a lower reported rate of bullying 
victimization than studies with a “past 30 day” time frame. For the subtypes of FTF bullying 
victimization and FTF bullying perpetration, studies with a “past 12 month” time frame had 
higher reported rates bullying involvement than studies with a “past 30 day” time frame. It is 
possible that when asked about FTF bullying victimization, since it encompasses many subtypes 
of bullying, it might be harder for youth to recall specific incidences when they are given a 
smaller time frame. Additionally, it might be easier for them to answer questions about specific 
types of bullying over a longer time frame, which might help account for this unexpected 
finding.  
The influence of wording on rates also varied depending on the type of bullying 
involvement: studies that looked at FTF bullying victimization reported lower reported rates 
when the word “bully” was included in the survey, while studies on cyberbullying victimization 
and FTF verbal bullying victimization had higher reported rates when the word “bully” was 
included. This finding is repeated when looking at the inclusion of power in the definition and 
the inclusion of repetition in the definition. This suggests that when talking about global FTF 
bullying victimization, that using the word “bully” or providing specific definitional guidelines 
might lead people to exclude some experiences as bullying (possibly dating violence or teasing), 
but when talking about subtypes of bullying, these indicators help youth classify certain 
experiences as bullying.  
Finally, the influence on prevalence of a random sample also varied by type of bullying 
involvement; however, it did not follow exactly the same pattern. Instead, studies on 
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cyberbullying victimization that had a random sample (compared to non-random) had higher 
reported rates of cyberbullying victimization, while the subtypes, FTF physical and FTF 
relational victimization, followed the same trend as FTF bullying victimization. Studies on FTF 
bullying victimization, FTF physical bullying victimization, and FTF relational bullying 
victimization that had a random sample had lower reported rates of bullying involvement.  
These findings reinforce the notion that the type of bullying involvement being studied 
really matters, as the influence of methodological features of each study appear to vary 
depending on the type of bullying being examined. This indicates that while bullying can be 
viewed as one overall phenomenon, there are subtle differences in how youth recall and report 
different types of bullying involvement. Additionally, these findings suggest that wording, 
definitions, and time frames need to be standardized across studies, as they impact how youth 
respond to questions about bullying. Overall, these findings illustrate that methodological 
characteristics and survey level features need to be taken into consideration, both when designing 
a study and when making comparisons across studies. 
Limitations 
There are several limitations of this study that need to be addressed. This study originally 
planned to examine trends from the early 1990’s to 2017; however, none of the studies that 
included data on the earlier end of this range met the inclusion criteria. Many of the early grey 
literature reports were missing the overall sample size, which is a key data point for calculating 
variance in meta-analysis. Thus, this study focused on 1998 to 2017. Another limitation is that 
some of the subgroup samples, such as FTF bullying perpetration and the FTF victimization 
subtypes had sample sizes that were too small to conduct all of the planned analysis, such as the 
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breakdown by gender and grade category.  This is illustrative of the types of questions surveys 
tend to ask about bullying, with bullying perpetration and subtypes of bullying rarely addressed.   
While this study included both scholarly literature and reports, the vast majority of the 
studies included were grey literature reports. While not necessarily a limitation, it is important to 
note, as the methodological quality might not be as rigorous in reports that are not subjected to 
the peer review process.  Relatedly, many of these reports used the YRBS; yet, the sensitivity 
analysis revealed that the findings were not substantially different when excluding the YRBS. 
Ultimately, the inclusion of reports did allow for a larger sample size and reduced the likelihood 
of publication bias, which is a common limitation in meta-analysis.  
Future Research and Conclusions 
While this study does answer some important questions regarding bullying trends over 
time, it also poses some critical questions for future research, such as the difference in trends by 
gender. Another important area for future research is the age differences in bullying 
involvement; past research, as well as this current study have shown that bullying is more 
common among younger adolescents, and that these trends have remained stable over time. 
Research into this area is critically important as the prevalence rates for younger youth are 
consistently higher, more research into this could help inform how and when to best implement 
prevention programs. This study also illustrated how the impact of methodological and study 
characteristics vary depending on the type of bullying being examined, which suggests that while 
it can be beneficial to look at overall global bullying, an investigation into the subtypes of 
bullying and cyberbullying might provide a more nuanced picture of the state of bullying today.  
Relatedly, more research into the subtypes of bullying (cyberbullying, physical, 
relational, and verbal) and bullying perpetration would be beneficial. As demonstrated by this 
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study, few trend studies examine FTF bullying subtypes, and even fewer explored bullying 
perpetration trends. In addition, cyberbullying is consistently thought of as a separate type of 
bullying than FTF, despite an overlap in victims and perpetrators – more research needs to be 
done that explores the trends in cyberbullying that has a FTF component compared to 
cyberbullying that does not.  
Understanding trends in types of bullying can help inform both researchers and those 
working with youth about the types of bullying that are most prevalent at a given time, within a 
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Footnotes 
1Three reports (Minnesota Study Survey, California Healthy Kids, and the Student Reports of 
Bullying and Cyber-Bullying using the NVCS SCS data) reported types of bullying involvement 
by individual indicators. For this data, the indicators were combined and averaged by type, 








CHAPTER III: ARTICLE TWO 
A META-ANALYSIS OF THE OUTCOMES OF BULLYING PREVENTION PROGRAMS 
ON SUBTYPES OF TRADITIONAL BULLYING VICTIMIZATION: VERBAL, 
RELATIONAL, AND PHYSICAL 
Abstract 
This paper presents the results from a meta-analytical review of the effectiveness of bullying 
prevention programs on three subtypes of traditional bullying victimization: physical, verbal, and 
relational. A systematic search of three online databases was conducted for bullying prevention 
program evaluations published between 1990 and 2018. The abstract review resulted in a sample 
of 370 articles eligible for full-text review. The full-text review yielded a final sample of 33 
articles involving data collected both inside and outside the U.S., that met the identified inclusion 
criteria. The results of the meta-analysis suggest that bullying prevention programs are effective 
at reducing physical and relational forms of bullying victimization, but not verbal forms, at least 
in the US. The results found that youth who participated in a prevention program, both inside and 
outside of the U.S., had 32% higher odds of a reduction in relational and physical bullying 
victimization compared to the control group, and 28% higher odds of a reduction in verbal 
bullying victimization for programs implemented outside the US. The US programs were not 
effective with verbal bullying victimization. Some possible reasons could be a greater 
normalization of verbal bullying in the US in the media and some subcultures. Future research 
needs to explore this potential gap related to verbal bullying victimization, and the difference in 





Bullying is a popular issue, both in the United States (US) and internationally. According 
to a recent meta-analysis, bullying involvement (perpetration and victimization) affects 
approximately 35-36% of youth around the world (Modecki, Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra, & 
Runions, 2014). This prevalence rate varies from study to study, country to country, and year to 
year. For example, in 2011, approximately 28% of US students ages 12 to 18 reported 
experiencing bullying (Lessne, Harmalker, & NCES, 2013), in Barbados 13.3% of 11 to 15 year 
old youth reported experiencing bullying, while in Botswana 81% of 11 to 15 year olds reported 
experiencing bullying (Richardson & Hiu, 2018). These statistics indicate that bullying is a 
worldwide problem. Furthermore, bullying involvement is associated with depression (Brunstein 
Klomek et al., 2019), suicide (Holt et al., 2015), delinquency and crime (Ttofi, Farrington, Losel, 
& Loeber, 2011), as well as other mental health struggles (Cunningham, Hoy, & Shannon, 2015; 
Gini & Pozzoli, 2009; Kennedy, 2018; Van Dam et al., 2012).   
In addition to a greater awareness of and about bullying, there has been a rise in the 
development and implementation of bullying prevention programs in schools and communities. 
Meta-analyses and systematic reviews on bullying prevention programs have found that, in 
general, prevention programs do have a positive effect on bullying involvement, leading to a 
reduction in victimization and perpetration (Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 2014; Gaffney, Ttofi, & 
Farrington, 2019b; Jimenez, Ruiz-Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Perez-Garcia, & Llor-Esteban, 
2016; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). In a 2019 meta-analysis, Gaffney and 
colleagues found that youth who had been through a prevention program had 31% lower odds of 
engaging in bullying perpetration and 24% lower odds of reporting bullying victimization than 
youth who had not been through a prevention program.   
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While these meta-analyses found positive results, none have explored the differential 
impact of prevention programs on the primary subtypes of traditional bullying (relational, 
physical, and verbal), rather they tend to look at bullying perpetration and/or victimization as a 
whole. This current review aims to address this gap in the literature by conducting a meta-
analysis that explores outcomes of bullying prevention programs by subtypes of traditional 
bullying victimization (relational, physical, and verbal), looking at both within and between 
subtype effects. Which means it will examine the effects of programs on each subtype 
individually, and the difference in effects when comparing two subtypes at a time (i.e. verbal vs. 
physical; relational vs. physical; physical vs. relational; relational vs. verbal). This review will 
also include a moderator analysis that examines the impact study level differences have on these 
outcomes.  
Literature Review 
Types of Bullying 
 According to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) bullying is defined as unwanted 
aggressive behavior by other youth (not including siblings or dating partners), with an observed 
or perceived power imbalance, and is repeated multiple times (CDC, 2019). Nested within the 
broad category of bullying are four primary subtypes: physical, verbal, relational, and cyber. 
Physical bullying is a direct form of bullying that involves physical aggression, such as hitting, 
kicking, pushing, and shoving (Gladden, Vivolo-Kantor, Hamburger, & Lumpkin, 2014). Verbal 
bullying, another direct form of bullying, though not physically aggressive, typically involves 
name-calling, teasing, and threatening (Gladden et al., 2014). In contrast, relational bullying 
refers to indirect nonphysical aggression, such as social exclusion, social rejection, and rumor 
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spreading (Griffen & Gross 2004). Cyberbullying is bullying that takes place over an electronic 
medium and includes both verbal and relational forms (Gladden et al., 2014). 
Recent research shows considerable overlap between traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying (Kessel Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012; Mitchell, Jones, Turner, 
Shattuck, & Wolak, 2016; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015), meaning that youth who experience 
cyberbullying victimization are likely to experience other forms of bullying as well. Despite this 
overlap, this review chose to focus exclusively on traditional forms of bullying, because they 
tend to take place in and around school and are more directly the target of school-based 
prevention programs. Additionally, Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2015) argue that cyberbullying is 
functionally different from the more traditional forms of bullying for several reasons: 1) A single 
incident can be repeated by sharing or emailing the messaging, so repetition is not viewed in 
quite the same way; 2) the anonymity of the perpetrator; and 3) the power dynamics can be 
unclear due to the online environment.  
 Further, research shows that while many youth experience multiple types of bullying, a 
large portion of youth report experiencing only one type (Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015). For 
example, Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2015) found that among their sample of over 28,000 youth, 
of whom almost 6400 reported experiencing bullying victimization, 40% reported only one form, 
while 28% reported two, and 20% reported three. Verbal bullying was the most commonly 
reported type (88%), followed by relational (53%), then physical (38%), with only 27% reporting 
cyberbullying. However, research does show that the majority of victims of cyberbullying tend 
to also experience traditional forms of bullying (Kessel Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & 
Coulter, 2012; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015), while a smaller percentage of victims of 
traditional bullying report also experiencing cyberbullying. For example, in a census of high 
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school students in Massachusetts, Kessel Schneider and colleagues (2012) found that 60% of 
those reporting cyberbullying victimization also reported traditional bullying victimization, while 
only 36% of traditional bullying victims reported experiencing cyberbullying. Overall, given the 
considerable overlap of cyberbullying with traditional bullying, the greater likelihood of 
traditional bullying to stand alone, the functional differences identified by Waasdorp and 
Bradshaw (2015), and the fact that a meta-analysis was recently published specifically on 
cyberbullying prevention programs (Gaffney, Farrington, Espelage, & Ttofi, 2019a), this review 
will focus exclusively on traditional bullying victimization, which includes physical, verbal, and 
relational bullying.  While this paper did not address cyberbullying, it is important to note that it 
is likely that some of the bullying situations here might have also included a technological 
element, given the considerable overlap.  
Negative Effects Associated with Bullying  
 Bullying involvement (perpetration and victimization) is associated with numerous 
negative long-term effects on those involved. Victimization is associated with depression 
(Brunstein Klomek et al., 2019; Ttofi et al., 2011), suicidal ideation and suicide attempts (Holt et 
al., 2015), poor academic achievement (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2009), violence later in life 
(Ttofi, Farrington, & Losel, 2012), low socio-economic status (Tippet & Wolke, 2014), 
psychotic symptoms later in life (Cunningham, Hoy, & Shannon, 2015; Van Dam et al., 2012), 
psychosomatic symptoms (Gini & Pozzoli, 2009), and abuse and neglect (Lereya, Samara, & 
Wolke, 2013). Bullying perpetration is associated with violence and offending later in life (Ttofi, 
Farrington, & Losel, 2012), drug use later in life (Ttofi, et al., 2011; Wang, Iannotti, & Luk, 
2012), and a greater probability of adverse outcomes in adulthood (Ttofi et al., 2011). In 
addition, some youth are involved as both bullies and victims, frequently called bully-victims, 
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and they are shown to be more likely than pure victims or pure bullies to experience depression, 
anxiety, post-traumatic stress disorder, and past year adversity, particularly those who are 
involved in high amounts of both perpetration and victimization (Kennedy, 2018). Research 
shows that each subtype of bullying victimization has a substantial impact on the victim’s health 
and well-being, particularly their psychological health (Baldry, 2004; Brunstein Klomek et al., 
2019; Rigby & Bagshaw, 2001; Thomas et al., 2016). For example, relational forms of bullying 
have been found to have a significant impact on psychological health and wellbeing (Baldry, 
2004; Rigby & Bagshaw, 2001; Thomas et al., 2016), and have been found to predict 
internalizing problems, particularly withdrawal, anxiety, and depression (Baldry, 2004). Physical 
bullying victimization has been found to be associated with psychological distress and poor 
emotional wellbeing regardless of frequency (Thomas et al., 2016).   
The array of negative outcomes associated with bullying illustrates the need for effective 
prevention programs and strategies to reduce bullying among youth. Researchers, schools, and 
policy makers have responded to this need by developing and implementing bullying prevention 
programs across the globe. The impact of the various subtypes of bullying indicates that 
prevention programs need to make sure they are adequately addressing all types of bullying. 
Additionally, youth who experience multiple types of bullying victimization tend to experience 
the highest levels of psychological distress and negative outcomes (Kessel Schneider et al., 2012; 
Wang et al., 2010), which is consistent with the concept of poly-victimization (Finkelhor, 
Ormrod, & Turner, 2007).  
Gaps in Prevention 
Despite the rise in the implementation of bullying prevention programs, all types of 
bullying have not declined. A recent meta-regression (Kennedy, 2019) found that both physical 
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and verbal bullying victimization appear to have significantly declined with physical bullying 
dropping from a prevalence rate of 29% in 2005 to 8% in 2017, and verbal bullying dropping 
from 23% in 2005 to 9% in 2017, while relational bullying does not show a clear trend. These 
trends suggest the possibility that prevention programs are effectively able to target these more 
direct forms of bullying, while the more indirect forms are not being greatly impacted. This 
hypothesis is supported by research findings that teachers do not view relational bullying as 
being as severe or as serious as physical or verbal forms of bullying (Bell & Willis 2016; Chen, 
Wang, & Sung, 2018; Craig, Henderson, & Murphy 2000; Maunder, Harrop, & Tattersall, 2010). 
Additionally, if they do not witness the relational bullying incident, they are significantly less 
likely to label it as bullying at all (Craig, Henderson, & Murphy 2000). Due to the covert nature 
of relational bullying compared to physical and verbal bullying, relational bullying might not be 
viewed as bullying by some teachers, and thus might continue, despite the implementation of a 
bullying prevention program. This possibility is particularly concerning given that youth tend to 
find relational forms of bullying more psychologically and emotionally distressing (Thomas et 
al., 2016).  
Previous Meta-Analyses and Bullying Prevention Programs 
 There have been an increasing number of meta-analyses that have explored the impact of 
prevention programs on bullying. Many have found a positive effect, that prevention programs 
are reducing bullying (Evans et al., 2014; Gaffney et al., 2019b; Jimenez et al., 2016; Lee et al., 
2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). While there are a variety of types of bullying prevention 
programs, the majority take a primary prevention approach that focuses on how to identify 
bullying and types of bullying, increasing awareness about bullying and its negative 
consequences, improving social relationships among students, and educating teachers, students, 
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and parents on how to intervene and prevent bullying (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009). Many schools 
also aim to improve school climate, implement anti-bullying policies, and include parents and 
the broader school community in their prevention efforts. In addition to exploring the impact of 
programs on bullying as a whole, several meta-analyses have looked at characteristics of the 
programs themselves, as well as the features of the studies reviewed. For example, Ttofi and 
Farrington (2011) found that programs were effective at reducing bullying and that features such 
as disciplinary methods (i.e. strict policies around how to handle bullying), parent/training and 
meetings, videos, and cooperative group work were the features most effective at reducing 
bullying victimization. For bullying perpetration, they found that parent/trainings and meetings, 
playground supervision, disciplinary methods, classroom management, teacher training, 
classroom rules, whole school policy, school conferences, information for parents, and 
cooperative group work were the most effective program features. In another meta-analysis, Lee 
and colleagues (2015) found that features such as training in emotional control, peer counseling, 
and school policies were the most effective at reducing bullying involvement. Findings like these 
are critically important for moving prevention programs forward and helping develop programs 
that are most effective at reducing bullying perpetration and victimization.  
Yeager, Fong, Lee, and Espelage (2015) found that programs were less effective with 
high school age youth, while other reviews found that programs were more effective among 
secondary school youth, which includes youth ages 11 to 18 (Lee et al., 2015; Ttofi & 
Farrington, 2011). Programs appear to be more effective outside of the US (Evans et al., 2014), 
in places such as Norway and the United Kingdom (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). When examining 
descriptions of programs in the US compared to outside the US, they tend to share many of the 
same programs features and aims. Evans and colleagues (2014) have speculated that the 
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difference in outcomes might be due to greater income inequality, relative poverty, and racial 
diversity in the US, as it might be more difficult to reach students due to the complex challenges 
many impoverished youth endure. In addition to program features and the location of the studies, 
a recent follow-up to the 2011 meta-analysis by Ttofi and Farrington found that certain 
methodological designs were more likely to find a positive result compared to other designs. 
Gaffney and colleagues (2019b) found that age-cohort designs were the best in terms of positive 
outcomes, despite their higher risk of threats to internal validity, such as testing and history 
effects. At the same time, age-cohort designs do protect against maturation effects, which can be 
a threat in research designs that use pre-/post-tests with the same participants, since the 
comparison is with a different cohort of same-aged youth.  
A recurrent theme among meta-analyses on bullying prevention programs are issues 
related to measurement and how bullying was operationalized. For example, Evans and 
colleagues (2014) found that six of the studies they reviewed only used a single measurement for 
bullying, despite the complexity of bullying as whole. They also found that only four of the 
studies they reviewed examined at least three subtypes of bullying, and none looked at all five 
they identified (verbal, physical, cyber, relational, and property). Another factor that can have a 
significant impact on outcomes of bullying prevention program evaluations is the time to follow-
up, as short follow-up intervals may not accurately reflect the impact of the program. Some 
argue that a minimum of two years is necessary to see measurable change (Hall & Hord, 2006 as 
cited in Ryan and Smith, 2009). Yet, Ryan and Smith (2009) in a systematic review of 31 
bullying prevention evaluations found that the time to post-test or follow-up varied considerably 
from study to study, with 26% conducting post-tests or follow-ups within less than six months, 
29% within 6-11 months, 25% within 12-23 months, and only 19% after 2 or more years. These 
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variations from study to study can complicate the picture of efficacy within bullying prevention 
programs.  
Current Study 
One element that previous meta-analyses have not yet addressed is how programs might 
differentially affect subtypes of traditional bullying victimization, namely physical, verbal, and 
relational bullying victimization. This current meta-analysis intends to explore whether 
differential declines in subtypes of bullying victimization might be due to a differential 
effectiveness of prevention programs on types of bullying, as previous literature shows that 
certain types of bullying, such as relational bullying, might be harder to detect or might not be 
identified as bullying by some school personnel (Bell and Willis 2016; Craig, Henderson, and 
Murphy 2000). The three primary aims of the current study were: 1) to determine if physical, 
verbal, and relational bullying victimization is declining as an outcome of bullying prevention 
programs, 2) how the subtypes compare to each other in terms of their level of decline, and 3) 
whether study level differences, such as type of research design, type of publication, year 
conducted, location in which the study was conducted, and age of participants impact the 
outcomes within each subtype (verbal, physical, and relational) individually and when looking at 
the difference between them. 
Methods 
Articles were collected for this meta-analysis through a systematic search of three 
academic databases (PsycInfo, Academic Search Ultimate, and ERIC) using the key words: 
bully*, prevention program, youth, school community, program evaluation, program 
effectiveness for articles published between 1990 and 2018. Additionally, the reference lists from 
four meta-analyses on bullying prevention programs were also reviewed (Chalamandaris & 
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Piette 2015; Evans et al. 2014; Gaffney et al. 2018; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). This search 
included all types of scholarly articles, as well as dissertations/theses, book chapters, and reports 
in order to maximize the sample size and reduce publication bias. Search results were imported 
into the web-based software Rayan QCRI, which was used to review abstracts and full-text 
articles.  
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 
Included studies must have conducted at least one evaluation of a bullying prevention 
program implemented on youth under the age of 18. In order to expand the sample size, this 
review included bullying prevention programs that were implemented in the United States, as 
well as other countries; however, the article must have been published in English. The research 
design of the studies included were experimental designs, quasi-experimental designs, as well as 
non-experimental designs that used pre-and post-tests only. It is not standard practice in meta-
analysis to include non-experimental designs due to issues related to threats to internal validity; 
however, they were included in this study, both as a way to increase the sample size and because 
studies with non-experimental designs do contribute to the overall body of literature on bullying 
prevention programs and should not be ignored. As a way to account for this, research design 
was included as a moderator in order to assess the effect of the different research designs.  
Articles must have reported outcomes of the prevention programs by at least one bullying 
subtype: relational, physical, or verbal bullying.  
Key Variables 
The primary outcome measures are the reports of relational, physical, and verbal bullying 
victimization, which were operationalized as a measure that assesses the difference pre-and post-
intervention (or compared to post-test values from equivalent or nonequivalent control groups). 
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Relational bullying was assessed using indicators related to social exclusion, social rejection, and 
rumor spreading. Physical bullying was assessed using indicators related to hitting, shoving, and 
kicking. Verbal bullying was assessed using indicators related to name calling, threatening, and 
teasing.  
Key characteristics of the studies were included as moderator variables to assess how 
they impact the effect of prevention programs within each subtype individually and how they 
impact the effect of prevention programs between the subtypes. Included moderators were the 
country in which the study was conducted (operationalized as United States; non-US English 
speaking; and non-U.S. non-English speaking), grade level of the participants (8th and below, 9th 
and above, overlap), publication type (operationalized as gray literature, dissertation/thesis, peer 
reviewed, and book chapter), year of publication (dichotomized into 2009 and earlier, and 2010 
and later), and the primary research design (pre/post, experimental, quasi-experimental). Gender 
was not included as a moderator, as the majority of the studies (26) did not address gender in the 
findings, and even the ones that did (7), frequently did not address the bullying subtype findings 
by gender.     
 The research design, the type of publication, grade level, and country/language 
moderators were collapsed for the moderator analysis in order to increase the sample size in each 
category. Each were collapsed into two categories: research design was collapsed into 
experimental/quasi-experimental and pre-/post-test design; type of publication was collapsed into 
peer-review and non-peer-review; grade level was collapsed into 8th grade and below and 9th 
grade and above/overlap, while country/language was collapsed into U.S. and non-U.S. Fu and 
colleagues (2011) assert that each subgroup in a meta-analytic subgroup analysis should have a 




The systematic search initially found 1778 articles through the databases and reference 
lists, which was reduced to 1206 articles after duplicate records were removed. The abstract 
review yielded 370 articles that were eligible for full-text review. After full-text review, the 
sample was reduced to 33 evaluation studies that met all of the inclusion criteria. Articles were 
excluded at the full-text stage for multiple reasons: 213 were excluded for having the wrong 
outcome (perpetration only or not reporting outcomes based on traditional bullying subtypes), 58 
had the wrong study design, 27 were on cyberbullying only, 14 were background articles, 7 were 
missed duplicates, 5 were published in a foreign language only, and 5 were on the wrong 
population. In addition, six articles mentioned findings by subtype of bullying victimization, but 
did not include the necessary data to calculate an effect size in the published article. This author 
contacted the authors of these six articles, but ultimately was unable to obtain the necessary data. 

















 A standardized data extraction form was used for all data extraction, as outlined by 
Lipsey and Wilson (2001). Data was extracted from each article by entering the identified data 
into a database to ready it for analysis. An intra-rater reliability check was conducted on the 
whole sample to increase the reliability of the coding (Lipsey and Wilson, 2001), with an overall 
95.5% agreement.  
 Several studies presented each type of bullying by its various indicators, when this was 
the case, the prevalence rates or mean levels of bullying victimization (whichever were 
presented) were averaged to create a composite score for the subtype. Data were averaged when 
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bullying types were presented by gender or by age, in order to get one effect size per subtype of 
bullying per study. Effect size data came in multiple forms, such as rates, standardized mean 
difference, raw mean difference, and odds ratios – all were converted using Comprehensive 
Meta-Analysis Software Version 3 (CMA; Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2013) into 
odds ratios. 
For experimental and quasi-experimental studies that included a control or comparison 
group, the post-test values for both were extracted from the study (Cuijpers, Weitz, Cristea, & 
Twisk, 2017). For studies that only did pre-/post-tests with the same sample, both the pre-and 
post-test values were extracted. For these studies, a standardized fixed correlation of .59 was 
used to calculate the effect size. The use of a standardized correlation was necessary because in 
pre-/post-test studies the values at baseline and post-test are not independent of each other, yet 
few studies provide the correlation value. This correlation is necessary when calculated an effect 
size for these studies. Balk, Earley, Patel, Trikalinos, and Dahabreh (2012) analyzed the within-
group correlation values of 811 studies and found that .59 was the median across all studies, thus 
this value was imputed into the dataset when the correlation was not provided. Cuijpers and 
colleagues (2017) assert that this value is more statistically appropriate than selecting .75 as a 
fixed correlation (which is what many studies choose to do), as .75 is not empirically derived.  
Statistical Analysis 
All analyses for this study were conducted using CMA software Version 3 (Borenstein et 
al., 2013). The primary method of analysis was a meta-analysis, using an approach that takes into 
account multiple outcomes from each study. The effect size statistic in this study is the calculated 
odds ratios for each subtype of traditional bullying victimization. They are interpreted as the 
odds of a reduction of bullying victimization between the treatment group and the control group. 
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The term “treatment group” will be used to refer to the subjects who participated in the 
prevention program, while the term “control group” will be used to refer to those who did not 
participate in the prevention program. In some cases, these will be the same subjects (pre-/post-
test designs), while in other cases they will be a different set of subjects (experimental and quasi-
experimental designs).  
In order to utilize the odds ratios in the meta-analysis, the natural log of the odds ratios 
was calculated, which centered the odds ratios around 0, rather than 1 (Lipsey and Wilson 2001). 
The logged odds ratios were used in the meta-analysis to examine how bullying intervention 
programs impacted each subtype of bullying, as well as each subtype compared to each other – 
thus within and between group differences. As a way to minimize the variance, the mean effect 
size was computed by weighting the individual effect sizes, weights were assigned using the sum 
of the variance within and between studies (Borenstein et al., 2009). After taking the natural log 
and weighting the effect size odds ratios, a test of the homogeneity of the distribution of the 
effect sizes (Q-statistic) was conducted and found to be statistically significant for each subtype, 
thus rejecting the null hypothesis that assumed homogeneity. The I2 statistic was 88.5 or greater 
for all three subtypes, which also confirms heterogeneity. This means that there is significant 
variation across the effect sizes examined.  
Some studies contributed multiple outcomes (for more than one subtype), which means 
that they came from the same sample within each study, as such they are considered dependent 
samples. This is important to note, as there can be issues of correlated error when conducting 
analyses with dependent samples (Borenstein et al., 2009). This is not an issue for the within-
subtype analysis, since they are considered independent samples; however, is important for the 
between-subtype analysis. Yet, since this study examined the difference between two outcomes 
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(relational vs. physical, relational vs. verbal, and physical vs. verbal), then according to 
Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein (n.d.), it is appropriate to assume independence for the 
analysis. When computing difference, assuming independence adopts a correlation of zero, 
which results in a larger variance estimate for the difference (Borenstein et al., n.d.). This study 
opted to take this approach when assessing difference between subtypes and assumed 
independence in the analysis. An independent subgroups meta-analysis allows the researcher to 
compare the mean effect size within subgroups and between subgroups, in this case, that means 
within each subtype of traditional bullying victimization individually, and when comparing sets 
of subtypes (e.g. verbal vs. physical). 
 First, by assuming independence, a fully random-effects meta-analysis of independent 
subgroups was conducted. A random effects model was selected since the included studies 
evaluated different programs with different populations, thus variance in effect sizes was 
expected (Borenstein et al., 2009). In addition, the variance was pooled within the subgroups due 
to expected differences in the summary effect sizes in each subgroup. A summary effect was 
calculated for each subtype of traditional bullying victimization: relational, verbal, and physical. 
Within subtype effects were assessed using a Z-test, while between subtype effects were 
calculated using a Q-test based on an analysis of variance.  
Second, after assessing the full sample effects both within and between subtypes of 
traditional bullying victimization, a moderator analysis was conducted to analyze the impact 
different study level moderators had on the within and between subtype differences. The same 
analyses – random effects meta-regression of independent subgroups with Z-scores for within 
and Q-scores for between – were conducted at each level of the moderator to assess differences 
based on different study-level characteristics. Log odds were converted back to odds ratios for 
 
 62
ease of interpretation, and the findings are visually presented using forest plots. Post hoc analysis 
were conducted to further analyze the breakdown of some key moderators. 
Results 
Study Characteristics 
 The systematic search yielded a total of 33 individual studies with 87 effect sizes: 33 for 
relational bullying victimization, 23 for verbal bullying victimization, and 31 for physical 
bullying victimization. Each effect size represents the odds of a reduction in bullying 
victimization, with odds ratios over one indicating that the treatment group had a larger reduction 
in bullying than the control group, while an odds ratio below one indicates that the control group 
had lower reported rates of bullying than the treatment group. Table 2.1 includes the details 
about all studies included in the analysis, while Table 2.2 represents that sample descriptive 
statistics and distribution of studies across the moderator variables. The majority of the studies 
were quasi-experimental or experimental designs (56%), peer reviewed publications (71%), have 
an 8th grade and below sample (76%), and were conducted in the United States (59%) in 2010 or 
later (68%).  
Table 2.1 












Age Year  Intervention 
Al-Samarrai, 2012 P, R, V M/SD PP US DT 8- 2010+ MythoDrama 
Albayrak et al., 
2016 P, R, V M/t Q Non-US PR 8- 2010+ No Name 
Allen 2010 P, R, V R/N PP US PR 9+ 2010+ No Name 
Baldry & 
Farrington, 2004 
Old P, R, V M/t E Non-US PR 9+ 2009- Bullies and Dolls 
Baldry & 
Farrington, 2004 
Young P, R, V M/t E Non-US PR 8- 2009- Bullies and Dolls 
Battey 2008 P, R, V M/SD Q US DT 8- 2009- BPCCC 
Bauer et al., 2007 P, R R/N E US PR 8- 2009- Olweus 
Bonell et al., 2015 P, R, V R/N E Non-US PR 8- 2010+ INCLUSIVE 
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Brist, 2015 P, R, V R/N PP US DT 8- 2010+ Olweus 
Brockenbrough, 
2001 P, R, V M/SD PP US DT 8- 2009- 
Bully Proofing 
your school 
Brown et al., 2011 P, R M/SD E US PR 8- 2010+ STR 
Cross et al. 2004 P, R, V R/N E Non-US BC 8- 2009- Friendly Schools 
DeRosier & 
Marcus 2005 R M/SD E US PR 8- 2009- SS GRIN 
DiBasilio, 2008 P, R, V R/N PP US DT 8- 2009- No Name 
Dogan et al., 2017 P, R, V M/SD Q Non-US PR 8- 2010+ ViSC 
Farrell et al., 2018 P, R, V d/SD E US PR 8- 2010+ Olweus 
Giesbrecht et al., 
2011 P, R M/SD PP Non-US PR 8- 2010+ WITS 
Hurst, 2010 P, R, V M/SD PP US DT 9+ 2010+ STAAR 
Jenson et al., 2013 P, R, V R/N E US PR 8- 2010+ Youth Matters 




Kosciw et al., 2005 R, V R/N PP US G 8- 2009- 
No Name Calling 
Week 
La Greca et al., 





2011 P, R M/SD PP Non-US PR 8- 2010+ WITS 
Miyairi et al., 2015 P, R, V R/N PP US PR 8- 2010+ Full of Ourselves 
Naidoo et al., 2016 V M/p E Non-US PR 9+ 2010+ No Name 
Nixon & Werner, 
2010 P, R M/SD PP US PR 8- 2010+ Ophelia Project 




Ross & Horner, 
2014 P, R, V M/SD PP US PR 8- 2010+ PBIS 
Salmivalli et al., 
2011 P, R, V R/t E Non-US PR 8- 2010+ KiVa 
Sharp & Smith, 




Kountouri et al., 
2016 P, R, V M/t Q Non-US PR 8- 2010+ ViSC 
Timmons-Mitchell 
et al., 2016 P, R R/N PP US PR 9+ 2010+ Stannd Up 
van der Meulen et 
al., 2010 P, R, V R/N E Non-US PR O 2010+ Equip 




P: physical bullying victimization; R: relational bullying victimization; V: verbal bullying victimization; R/N: 
ratio/sample size; M/t: mean/t statistic; M/SD: mean/standard deviation; d/SD: cohen’s d/standard deviation; M/p: 
mean/p value; R/t: ratio/t-statistic; PP: pre/post test; Q: quasi-experimental; E: experimental; PR: peer-reviewed; 









Table 2.2  
Study Descriptive Statistics 
Sample Characteristics % k 
Relational Bullying Victimization Samples 38 33 
Verbal Bullying Victimization Samples 26 23 
Physical Bullying Victimization Samples 36 31 
Research Design   
   Pre/Post 44 15 
   Experimental 41 14 
   Quasi-Experimental 15 5 
Type of Publication   
   Peer-Reviewed 71 24 
   Dissertation/Thesis 21 7 
   Book Chapter  3 1 
   Gray Literature 6 2 
Age/Grade   
   8th grade and below (roughly 14 and below) 76 26 
   9th grade and above (roughly 15 and above) 18 6 
   Overlap 6 2 
Country/Language   
   Non-English Speaking 26 9 
   Non-US English Speaking 15 5 
   United States 59 20 
Year   
   2009 or Earlier 32 11 
   2010 or Later 68 23 
 
Effect Size Analysis 
 Overall impact on bullying victimization subtypes. Table 2.3 shows that overall, the 
random effects meta-analysis found that prevention programs had a significant impact on both 
relational and physical bullying victimization, but not verbal bullying victimization. For 
relational bullying, the treatment group had 32% higher odds of having a reduction in bullying 
compared to the control group (OR: 1.32, CI: 1.18-1.47, p<.001). The odds ratio for physical 
bullying was very similar to that of relational bullying, with the treatment group having 32% 
higher odds of a reduction in physical bullying victimization compared to the control group (OR: 
1.32, CI: 1.19-1.47, P<.001). The forest plots for physical, relational, and verbal bullying 
victimization are portrayed in Figures 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4. The between subtypes effect was not 
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significant for any of the relationships, meaning that while relational and physical bullying 
victimization were significantly impacted by the prevention programs, there was not a significant 
difference in the effect sizes between any of the different subtypes, in fact the Q-value between 
physical and relational bullying was 0, meaning essentially no heterogeneity at all (in their 
summary effect size).  
Table 2.3  
Independent Subgroups Meta-analysis: Whole Sample Within and Between Subtype Differences 
       
 OR  95% CI k  Q I2 t2 
Types        
Relational 1.32*** 1.18-1.47 33 309.05*** 89.65 .077 
Physical 1.32*** 1.19-1.47 31 259.94*** 88.46 .065 
Verbal 1.14 .94-1.37 23 425.33*** 94.83 .177 
       
Between        
Physical vs. Relational    0.00   
Physical vs Verbal    1.85   
Relational vs. Verbal    1.86   
All three    2.12   


















Figure 2.2  Forest plot for physical bullying victimization in log odds 
 
 
Figure 2.3 Forest Plot for Relational Bullying Victimization in Log Odds 
 
Study Name Outcome Statistics for each study Log odds ratio and 95% CI
Log Standard Lower Upper 
odds ratio error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Albayrak et al., 2016 Physical 0.663 0.246 0.061 0.181 1.146 2.696 0.007
Allen 2010 Physical -0.164 0.179 0.032 -0.515 0.186 -0.919 0.358
Al-Samarrai, 2012 Physical -0.181 0.160 0.026 -0.495 0.132 -1.134 0.257
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Old Physical 0.049 0.222 0.049 -0.386 0.483 0.220 0.826
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Young Physical 0.481 0.231 0.053 0.029 0.933 2.084 0.037
Battey 2008 Physical 1.742 0.367 0.134 1.023 2.461 4.751 0.000
Bauer et al., 2007 Physical 0.216 0.051 0.003 0.116 0.315 4.258 0.000
Bonell et al., 2015 Physical 0.113 0.075 0.006 -0.034 0.260 1.507 0.132
Brist, 2015 Physical -0.817 0.234 0.055 -1.276 -0.359 -3.493 0.000
Brockenbrough, 2001 Physical -0.180 0.095 0.009 -0.367 0.006 -1.895 0.058
Brown et al., 2011 Physical 0.233 0.047 0.002 0.141 0.326 4.928 0.000
Cross et al. 2004 Physical 0.038 0.079 0.006 -0.116 0.192 0.479 0.632
DiBasilio, 2008 Physical 0.771 0.608 0.369 -0.420 1.962 1.270 0.204
Dogan et al., 2017 Physical 0.289 0.189 0.036 -0.082 0.660 1.528 0.127
Farrell et al., 2018 Physical 0.308 0.163 0.027 -0.012 0.628 1.889 0.059
Giesbrecht et al., 2011 Physical 0.675 0.082 0.007 0.515 0.836 8.257 0.000
Hurst, 2010 Physical 0.388 0.058 0.003 0.275 0.501 6.740 0.000
Jenson et al., 2013 Physical 0.614 0.076 0.006 0.464 0.763 8.060 0.000
Kaljee et al., 2016 Physical -0.121 0.090 0.008 -0.297 0.055 -1.344 0.179
La Greca et al., 2016 Physical 0.652 0.453 0.205 -0.235 1.540 1.441 0.150
Leadbeater & Sukhawathanakul, 2011 Physical 0.346 0.058 0.003 0.233 0.459 6.014 0.000
Miyairi et al., 2015 Physical 0.000 0.181 0.033 -0.355 0.355 0.000 1.000
Nixon & Werner, 2010 Physical 0.091 0.082 0.007 -0.069 0.251 1.110 0.267
Ostrov et al., 2015 Physical 0.751 0.312 0.097 0.140 1.361 2.410 0.016
Ross & Horner, 2014 Physical 0.587 0.077 0.006 0.437 0.738 7.660 0.000
Salmivalli et al., 2011 Physical 0.700 0.092 0.008 0.520 0.880 7.627 0.000
Sharp et al., 1993 Physical 0.538 0.038 0.001 0.464 0.612 14.261 0.000
Solomontos-Kountouri et al., 2016 Physical 0.184 0.100 0.010 -0.012 0.379 1.841 0.066
Timmons-Mitchell et al., 2016 Physical 0.691 0.253 0.064 0.196 1.186 2.735 0.006
van der Meulen et al., 2010 Physical 0.512 0.303 0.092 -0.082 1.106 1.691 0.091
Woods, 2008 Physical -0.470 0.397 0.158 -1.249 0.309 -1.183 0.237
0.277 0.055 0.003 0.170 0.384 5.081 0.000
-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
Increase in Bullying Decrease in Bullying
Meta Analysis
Study Name Outcome Statistics for each study Log odds ratio and 95% CI
Log Standard Lower Upper 
odds ratio error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Albayrak et al., 2016 Relational 0.778 0.247 0.061 0.295 1.262 3.154 0.002
Allen 2010 Relational -0.000 0.126 0.016 -0.246 0.246 -0.000 1.000
Al-Samarrai, 2012 Relational -0.396 0.161 0.026 -0.712 -0.080 -2.453 0.014
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Old Relational 0.324 0.223 0.050 -0.114 0.761 1.449 0.147
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Young Relational 0.440 0.230 0.053 -0.011 0.891 1.912 0.056
Battey 2008 Relational 0.339 0.348 0.121 -0.343 1.022 0.975 0.330
Bauer et al., 2007 Relational 0.277 0.042 0.002 0.195 0.359 6.625 0.000
Bonell et al., 2015 Relational -0.005 0.065 0.004 -0.134 0.123 -0.083 0.934
Brist, 2015 Relational -0.160 0.132 0.017 -0.417 0.098 -1.212 0.226
Brockenbrough, 2001 Relational -0.117 0.095 0.009 -0.304 0.069 -1.235 0.217
Brown et al., 2011 Relational 0.098 0.047 0.002 0.005 0.191 2.070 0.038
Cross et al. 2004 Relational 0.125 0.076 0.006 -0.023 0.274 1.655 0.098
DeRosier & Marcus 2005 Relational 0.169 0.219 0.048 -0.261 0.599 0.769 0.442
DiBasilio, 2008 Relational 0.128 0.354 0.125 -0.565 0.821 0.362 0.717
Dogan et al., 2017 Relational 0.494 0.190 0.036 0.122 0.866 2.602 0.009
Farrell et al., 2018 Relational 0.054 0.163 0.027 -0.266 0.374 0.333 0.739
Giesbrecht et al., 2011 Relational 0.393 0.080 0.006 0.236 0.550 4.913 0.000
Hurst, 2010 Relational 0.920 0.061 0.004 0.801 1.038 15.193 0.000
Jenson et al., 2013 Relational 0.428 0.072 0.005 0.287 0.570 5.942 0.000
Kaljee et al., 2016 Relational -0.140 0.090 0.008 -0.316 0.037 -1.551 0.121
Kosciw et al., 2005 Relational 0.557 0.137 0.019 0.289 0.826 4.071 0.000
La Greca et al., 2016 Relational 1.386 0.499 0.249 0.408 2.364 2.778 0.005
Leadbeater & Sukhawathanakul, 2011 Relational 0.320 0.057 0.003 0.208 0.433 5.574 0.000
Miyairi et al., 2015 Relational 0.489 0.180 0.032 0.137 0.842 2.722 0.006
Nixon & Werner, 2010 Relational 0.226 0.082 0.007 0.065 0.386 2.757 0.006
Ostrov et al., 2015 Relational 0.552 0.310 0.096 -0.056 1.160 1.780 0.075
Ross & Horner, 2014 Relational 0.321 0.075 0.006 0.174 0.469 4.268 0.000
Salmivalli et al., 2011 Relational 0.476 0.074 0.006 0.331 0.622 6.400 0.000
Sharp et al., 1993 Relational 0.662 0.065 0.004 0.533 0.790 10.106 0.000
Solomontos-Kountouri et al., 2016 Relational 0.032 0.100 0.010 -0.163 0.228 0.325 0.745
Timmons-Mitchell et al., 2016 Relational 0.598 0.190 0.036 0.225 0.970 3.146 0.002
van der Meulen et al., 2010 Relational 0.961 0.347 0.121 0.280 1.642 2.765 0.006
Woods, 2008 Relational -0.713 0.400 0.160 -1.496 0.070 -1.785 0.074
0.279 0.056 0.003 0.169 0.388 4.986 0.000
-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
Increase in Bullying Decrease in Bullying
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Figure 2.4 Forest Plot for Verbal Bullying Victimization in Log Odds 
 
 
Moderator analysis. Table 2.4 shows the findings of the random effects moderator 
analysis. Overall, the between subtypes effects were not changed (and thus not significant) 
during the moderator analysis, with one exception. In studies that used a quasi-experimental or 
an experimental design, there was a significant difference in the effect sizes for physical bullying 
victimization compared to verbal bullying victimization (Qbetween: 4.00, p<.05). Physical bullying 
victimization showed significantly higher odds of a reduction than verbal bullying victimization 
(though both were positive). 
Table 2.4  
Independent Subtypes Meta-Analysis: Moderator Analysis (Odds Ratios) 
      
Moderator OR 95% CI k  Q-
Between 
K  
Research Design      
  Pre/Post      
     Physical 1.25* 1.05-1.48 14   
     Relational 1.38** 1.14-1.66 15   
     Verbal 1.12 .79-1.59 10   
     Physical vs. Relational    .578 29 
     Physical vs Verbal    .298 24 
Study Name Outcome Statistics for each study Log odds ratio and 95% CI
Log Standard Lower Upper 
odds ratio error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Albayrak et al., 2016 Verbal 0.681 0.246 0.061 0.199 1.164 2.768 0.006
Allen 2010 Verbal -0.288 0.104 0.011 -0.492 -0.084 -2.762 0.006
Al-Samarrai, 2012 Verbal -0.148 0.160 0.026 -0.461 0.165 -0.926 0.355
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Old Verbal 0.250 0.223 0.050 -0.186 0.687 1.125 0.261
Baldry & Farrington, 2004 Young Verbal -0.102 0.227 0.051 -0.547 0.343 -0.450 0.653
Battey 2008 Verbal 0.096 0.347 0.121 -0.585 0.776 0.275 0.783
Bonell et al., 2015 Verbal -0.035 0.056 0.003 -0.145 0.076 -0.615 0.538
Brist, 2015 Verbal -0.511 0.124 0.015 -0.754 -0.267 -4.108 0.000
Brockenbrough, 2001 Verbal -0.190 0.095 0.009 -0.376 -0.003 -1.993 0.046
Cross et al. 2004 Verbal 0.154 0.066 0.004 0.024 0.284 2.324 0.020
DiBasilio, 2008 Verbal -0.470 0.421 0.178 -1.296 0.355 -1.116 0.264
Dogan et al., 2017 Verbal 0.130 0.189 0.036 -0.240 0.500 0.689 0.491
Farrell et al., 2018 Verbal -0.272 0.163 0.027 -0.592 0.048 -1.667 0.096
Hurst, 2010 Verbal 0.855 0.060 0.004 0.737 0.973 14.234 0.000
Jenson et al., 2013 Verbal -0.162 0.071 0.005 -0.301 -0.022 -2.269 0.023
Kosciw et al., 2005 Verbal 0.406 0.141 0.020 0.130 0.681 2.887 0.004
Miyairi et al., 2015 Verbal -0.359 0.163 0.026 -0.678 -0.040 -2.205 0.027
Naidoo et al., 2016 Verbal 0.013 0.175 0.031 -0.331 0.357 0.075 0.940
Ross & Horner, 2014 Verbal 0.951 0.080 0.006 0.795 1.107 11.931 0.000
Salmivalli et al., 2011 Verbal 0.420 0.060 0.004 0.302 0.537 7.014 0.000
Sharp et al., 1993 Verbal 0.605 0.052 0.003 0.503 0.707 11.592 0.000
Solomontos-Kountouri et al., 2016 Verbal 0.099 0.100 0.010 -0.096 0.295 0.993 0.320
van der Meulen et al., 2010 Verbal 0.691 0.361 0.130 -0.016 1.399 1.916 0.055
0.129 0.095 0.009 -0.057 0.314 1.359 0.174
-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
Increase in Bullying Decrease in Bullying
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     Relational vs. Verbal    1.04 25 
Experimental/Quasi      
     Physical 1.38*** 1.20-1.58 17   
     Relational 1.26*** 1.12-1.40 18   
     Verbal 1.12 .96-1.30 13   
     Physical vs. Relational    1.00 35 
     Physical vs Verbal    4.00* 30 
     Relational vs. Verbal    1.49 31 
Type of Pub.      
 Peer-Review      
     Physical 1.39*** 1.24-1.55 22   
     Relational 1.33*** 1.21-1.45 23   
     Verbal 1.14 .91-1.42 14   
     Physical vs. Relational    .41 45 
     Physical vs Verbal    2.43 36 
     Relational vs. Verbal    1.53 37 
Non-Peer review (D/T, B, 
G) 
     
    Physical 1.15 .87-1.51 9   
    Relational 1.19 .86-1.63 10   
    Verbal 1.13 .82-1.56 9   
    Physical vs. Relational    .03 19 
    Physical vs Verbal    .003 18 
    Relational vs. Verbal    .04 19 
Age      
8th grade and below      
    Physical 1.30*** 1.14-1.47 24   
    Relational 1.22*** 1.12-1.34 26   
    Verbal 1.06 .87-1.28 17   
    Physical vs. Relational    .56 50 
    Physical vs Verbal    3.03 41 
    Relational vs. Verbal    1.80 43 
9th and Overlap      
    Physical 1.44*** 1.19-1.72 7   
    Relational 1.84*** 1.39-2.45 7   
    Verbal 1.41 .97-2.05 6   
    Physical vs. Relational    2.10 14 
    Physical vs Verbal    .01 13 
    Relational vs. Verbal    1.23 13 
Country/Language      
Non-US      
    Physical 1.39*** 1.19-1.63 13   
    Relational 1.38*** 1.18-1.62 13   
    Verbal 1.28** 1.06-1.53 11   
    Physical vs. Relational    .004 26 
    Physical vs Verbal    .50 24 
    Relational vs. Verbal    .41 24 
 United States      
    Physical 1.26** 1.09-2.31 18   
    Relational 1.28** 1.09-1.49 20   
    Verbal 1.01 .71-1.43 12   
    Physical vs. Relational    .01 38 
    Physical vs Verbal    1.34 30 
    Relational vs. Verbal    1.46 32 
Year      
2009 or earlier      
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    Physical 1.31* 1.03-1.68 9   
    Relational 1.29** 1.07-1.55 11   
    Verbal 1.16 .88-1.52 8   
    Physical vs. Relational    .01 20 
    Physical vs Verbal    .45 17 
    Relational vs. Verbal    .41 19 
2010 or later      
    Physical 1.33*** 1.18-1.50 22   
    Relational 1.34*** 1.17-1.55 22   
    Verbal 1.14 .88-1.46 15   
    Physical vs. Relational    .01 44 
    Physical vs Verbal    1.20 37 
    Relational vs. Verbal    1.29 37 
      
*<.05; **<.01; ***<.001 
 Physical bullying victimization. The impact of prevention programs on physical bullying 
victimization was both significant and positive in the overall summary effect, and this remained 
true in all of the moderator tests except for studies that were not peer-reviewed, which was not 
statistically significant (Table 2.4). That is, physical bullying victimization was significant and 
indicated a higher odds of a reduction in bullying in the treatment group compared to the control 
group for studies with a pre-/post-test design, studies with a quasi-experimental or experimental 
design, peer-reviewed scholarly studies, studies with participants in 8th grade or lower, studies 
with participants in 9th grade or above or overlapping samples, studies conducted outside of the 
United States, and studies conducted within the United States, as well as studies published in 
2009 or before, and those published in 2010 or after. 
 Relational bullying victimization. Similar to physical bullying victimization, the impact 
of prevention programs on relational bullying victimization was significant and positive in the 
overall summary effect, and this remained true in all of the moderator tests except for studies that 
were not peer reviewed, where the effect size for relational bullying was no longer significant 
(Table 2.4). Thus, relational bullying victimization was significant and indicated higher odds of 
reduction of bullying in the treatment group compared to the control group for studies with a pre-
/post-test design, studies with a quasi-experimental or experimental design, peer-reviewed 
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scholarly studies, studies with participants in 8th grade or lower, studies with participants in 9th 
grade or above or overlapping samples, studies conducted outside of the United States and 
studies conducted within the United States, as well as studies published in 2009 or before and 
those published in 2010 or after. 
 Verbal bullying victimization. Unlike physical and relational bullying victimization, 
verbal bullying victimization was not significant in the overall summary effect, and this 
remained true for all of the moderator analyses, except among studies conducted outside of the 
United States. In studies that were conducted outside of the United States, the treatment group 
had 28% higher odds of a reduction in verbal bullying victimization compared to the control 
group (OR: 1.28, CI: 1.06-1.53, p<.01).  Other than studies conducted outside of the United 
States, the difference between the treatment group and the control group was not significant for 
verbal bullying victimization.  
 Post-Hoc Analysis. A post-hoc analysis was conducted the separated the 9th grade and 
above and the overlap categories in the moderator analysis to further analyze the 9th grade and 
above sample. The findings indicate that only relational bullying victimization was significant 
for 9th grade and above (OR: 1.78, CI: 1.10-2.88, p<.05), while physical and verbal bullying 
victimization were not.  
Discussion 
This study found that physical and relational bullying victimization were significantly 
reduced after implementation of bullying prevention programs. This finding was consistent 
across all moderators, except for studies that were not peer reviewed. Essentially, these findings 
indicate that prevention programs are able to address both direct and indirect forms of bullying, 
resulting in a reduction in bullying involvement, which is consistent with the results from 
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previous meta-analyses (Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 2014; Gaffney, Ttofi, & Farrington, 2019b; 
Jimenez, Ruiz-Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Perez-Garcia, & Llor-Esteban, 2016; Lee, Kim, & 
Kim, 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). However, contrary to expectations, the impact of 
prevention programs on verbal bullying was not significant in the overall sample, though the 
effect size was positive, which indicates a reduction in bullying. Yet in studies conducted outside 
of the US there was a significant positive effect on verbal bullying victimization. This suggests a 
possible shortcoming in the US regarding verbal bullying, which tends to be the most widely 
reported form of bullying victimization (Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015).  
Verbal Bullying  
Verbal bullying is typically defined as including name-calling, teasing, and threatening.   
Additionally, behaviors such as denigration, sexual harassment, and bias comments, while not 
usually specified in definitions of verbal bullying, can meet that definitional criterion. For 
example, studies suggest that most cross-gender bullying is sexual in nature, thus could be 
viewed as verbal bullying and sexual harassment (Shute, Owens, & Slee, 2008). However, there 
are researchers who argue that sexual harassment is distinct from bullying, with unique 
motivators (Brown, Chesney- Lind, & Stein, 2007; Espelage, Basile, De La Rue, & Hamburger, 
2015; Land, 2003). Nonetheless, as demonstrated by Shute and colleagues (2008) some sexual 
harassment meets the criteria for bullying, yet it appears that students do not always view them 
as such. In a study of high school students, Land (2003) found that students tended to 
conceptualize sexual harassment, teasing, and bullying slightly differently, suggesting that in 
general, youth might not view some incidents of teasing and sexual harassment as bullying, even 
when they meet the criteria for bullying. The findings from Land’s (2003) study might help 
explain why the effect of prevention programs was not significant for verbal bullying 
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victimization in the overall and US findings of this current study. It is possible that by 
participating in bullying prevention programs, youth may expand how they define verbal 
bullying, meaning they might include more types of behaviors as verbal bullying when 
completing a post-intervention survey, thus canceling out any potential reduction. For example, 
they may be more likely to identify incidents of teasing, sexual harassment, and bias comments 
as verbal bullying after learning more about verbal bullying through a bullying prevention 
program. Though this argument does not necessarily address why there is a difference in findings 
for verbal bullying victimization in studies conducted outside of the US.   
 Another possible explanation is that despite increased awareness and education 
regarding what constitutes bullying, some bullies might not view teasing, a form a verbal 
bullying, as true bullying. Shute and colleagues (2008) found that the boys in their study did not 
view the sexual bullying of the girl students as problematic, in fact they viewed this behavior as 
simply joking or fooling around. This perspective might be related to the way the media, such as 
television shows, normalize teasing and name calling. In a content analysis on teasing, 
Eisenberg, Ward, Linde, Gollust, and Neumark-Sztainer (2017) analyzed 75 episodes of 25 
television shows and found that on average there were 3.3 teasing incidents per episode. This 
study illustrates how common it is for youth and adults to view teasing as a normal behavior on 
television. Many television programs glorify and normalize teasing, as well as minimize the 
negative effects, while this is less likely to be true of physical or relational forms of bullying. 
This would mean that victims are reporting teasing as a form of bullying both in the treatment 
and control groups, yet due to the normalization of teasing, the perpetrators are not altering their 
behavior despite what they learn in the prevention programs. It is possible that US youth are 
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getting exposed to more shows that normalize verbal bullying, which could help explain why 
programs are not as effective with verbal bullying in the US as they are abroad.  
Moderators 
 Type of Publication. The moderator analysis revealed several variations in findings 
depending on study characteristics. The impact on physical and relational bullying victimization 
was significant for peer-reviewed publications; however, they were not significant for non-peer-
reviewed sources, such as book chapters, dissertations/theses, and gray literature reports. There 
are a few potential explanations for this discrepancy, the first being that non-peer-reviewed 
publications are not held to the same rigorous standard as peer-reviewed publications, since they 
do not have to go through the peer-review process. This may reflect a tendency for studies 
published in non-peer review journals being of low scientific quality, including having more 
problems related to validity and findings with smaller effects. For example, small sample sizes 
and non-probability sampling, such as convenience sampling, could reduce the likelihood of 
significant results. Additionally, other issues related to validity might be present, such as 
selection bias, potential measurement errors, as well as a lack of transparency for replication 
(Paez, 2017). Another explanation is that of the file-drawer effect. The file drawer effect refers to 
publication bias in research where only significant results tend to be published in peer-review 
journals (Rosenthal, 1979). This effect could explain the variation in findings and the lack of 
significance for the non-peer-reviewed sources.  
 Location of the Study. Another discrepancy in the moderator analysis was that the 
prevention program effect on verbal bullying victimization was significant in studies that were 
not conducted in the United States. In contrast with previous literature (Evans et al., 2014; Ttofi 
& Farrington, 2011), the present study found that in the US, programs were effective with 
 
 74
relational and physical bullying victimization, but not verbal. In some ways, this finding is 
consistent with previous literature that has found that prevention programs are more effective 
outside of the United States and Canada, despite the programs sharing many of the same features 
and goals. It is possible that since many US bullying prevention programs are based on the 
Olweus Bullying Prevention Program, which was originally developed in Norway (“A Brief 
History”, 2016), that it is better able to address all three subtypes of bullying outside US, while 
something is lost in translation when implementing them in the US. This is particularly possible 
with verbal forms of bullying, as the behaviors that constitute verbal bullying might be more 
culturally specific, while physical bullying, in particular, is very clear cut and easier to define. 
Relational bullying might also be more culturally dependent; however, there are typically only 
two types of behaviors that are categorized as relational bullying: rumor spreading and social 
exclusion, while verbal bullying tends to have more behavioral indicators, such as teasing, 
threatening, name-calling, and insulting, and can be interpreted more broadly. Relatedly, Evans 
and colleagues (2014) hypothesize that the racial and socio-economic diversity in the United 
States makes it harder to implement bullying prevention programs, and that new programs need 
to be made that specifically address racial, ethnic, and socio-economic based cultural differences 
that might be present in these more diverse schools and communities. This speaks to the potential 
for cultural differences in how bullying is interpreted that might explain why relational and 
physical bullying victimization are being addressed in the US, while verbal is not.  
Limitations 
 There are a few limitations of this research that should be mentioned. This study included 
non-experimental pre-/post-test research designs, which is not standard in meta-analysis due to 
threats to internal validity, such as history effects and maturation. However, they were included 
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in this study to increase the sample size and because they contribute important findings. In 
evaluation research, particularly when working with kids and schools, it can be difficult to have a 
control group, so many studies are conducted with non-experimental pre-/post-test designs; yet, 
these studies tend to get omitted when conducting meta-analysis. Omitting them can contribute 
to issues related to publication bias and the file drawer effect. It was decided that this study 
would include them, but that research design would be included as a moderator to assess how 
their inclusion impacted the overall findings. In this study, both types of research design (pre-
post-test design and experimental/quasi-experimental research designs) produced significant 
results for physical and relational bullying victimization, but not verbal bullying victimization. 
Similarly, this study elected to include non-peer-reviewed literature, while this is more 
commonly accepted in meta-analysis, their inclusion could potentially be seen as a limitation, as 
they do not have to meet the same level of rigor as studies that must undergo the peer-review 
process.  
 Another limitation is that there were multiple studies that were excluded from the 
analysis because the necessary data was not available in the published article. Authors were 
contacted, yet either they did not respond or were unable to provide the data. This both limited 
the sample size and potentially contributed to bias in the findings.  
Future Research and Conclusions 
The findings of this study pose several important questions that need to be explored in 
future research. First, this study suggests that there is a gap in bullying prevention related to 
verbal bullying victimization at least in the US, and future research needs to explore what is 
distinct about verbal bullying or its prevention that has resulted in it not being reduced by these 
programs. While beyond the scope of this meta-analysis, a systematic review or content analysis 
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that compares the specific programs and program features that are effective with each subtype of 
bullying victimization needs to be done to determine whether certain programs and program 
features can be used to target the different subtypes. This could provide invaluable information 
for educators and policy makers. Second, the discrepancy in findings regarding studies 
conducted in the US and those conducted outside of the US poses a clue to why this difference 
exits.  Future research that explores Evans and colleagues (2014) theory that this discrepancy is 
due to the greater diversity in US schools would be a first step.  Additionally, research that 
explores variation in prevention programs based on race and ethnicity would also be beneficial. 
Overall, the findings of this study identify a gap in the outcomes of bullying prevention 
programs, specifically that verbal bullying victimization appears to be falling through the cracks 
in the US. This is particularly concerning, as verbal bullying is the most prevalent form of 
bullying victimization (Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015). This study has substantial implications 
for policy and practice in the US, particularly considering the primary aims of most bullying 
prevention programs are to increase awareness of bullying, as well as how to identify the 
different subtypes of bullying. US policy advocates need to assess which bullying programs are 
most effective at reducing verbal bullying and work to have those implemented in schools. 
Practitioners and educators need to remain aware that verbal bullying remains a problem despite 
the implementation of bullying prevention programs and school bullying policies. As such, they 
need to educate students, fellow practitioners, and educators about the potential ways verbal 
bullying is still not being addressed. They also need to make sure to emphasize the behaviors that 




Despite the findings regarding verbal bullying victimization, the other findings of this 
study are quite promising. Physical and relational bullying victimization are effectively being 
addressed by prevention programs across a variety of different types of studies with different 
types of populations, and prevention programs appear to have success with all subtypes of 
traditional bullying internationally. This is the first study that has examined the effect of bullying 
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CHAPTER IV: ARTICLE THREE 
GENDER DIFFERENCES IN OUTCOMES OF BULLYING PREVENTION PROGRAMS: A 
META-ANALYSIS 
 
Gender Differences in Outcomes of Bullying Prevention Programs: A Meta-Analysis 
Abstract 
This paper presents the results from a meta-analytical review of the effectiveness of bullying 
prevention programs for boys and girls. A systematic search of three online databases was 
conducted of evaluations published between 1990 and 2018. The abstract review returned 352 
articles, after full-text review the search yielded a final sample of 22 articles. The overall whole 
sample results suggest that bullying prevention programs are effective at reducing bullying 
among boys, but not girls; however, further analysis revealed that the programs are effective for 
both boys and girls outside of the US, and ineffective for both boys and girls within the US. 
Overall (both within and outside US), boys who participated in a bullying prevention program 
had 15% higher odds of a reduction in bullying victimization compared to boys in the control 
group, while boys and girls outside of the US had 31% and 30% higher odds of a reduction 
bullying victimization. The findings suggest that prevention programs are largely effective at 
reducing bullying victimization, particularly among boys, but that there might be a gap in 
prevention among girls overall, and for both boys and girls within the US. Future research needs 
to explore the impact of prevention programs on girls, as well as the divergent effect of programs 





Bullying is a widespread problem around the world. A recent meta-analysis looked at 
prevalence rates of bullying involvement across 80 different international studies and found that 
bullying victimization affects approximately 36% of youth around the world, while bullying 
perpetration affects approximately 35% of youth (Modecki, Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra, & 
Runions, 2014). While these statistics are meta-analytic summary effects, the rates of bullying 
vary from country to country. According to the Health Behavior of School Aged Children 
(HBSC) survey the highest rates of bullying are experienced by youth in the Middle East and 
regions of Africa and the lowest rates are experienced by youth in Central America, the 
Caribbean, and Europe (UNESCO, 2018). In addition to being widespread, bullying involvement 
(victimization and perpetration) has been associated with numerous negative outcomes, 
including depression (Klomek et al., 2019), suicidal ideation and suicide attempts (Holt et al., 
2015), delinquency and later criminal activity (Ttofi, Farrington, Losel, & Loeber, 2011), 
substance abuse (Hoertel, Strat, Lavaud, & Limosin, 2012; Ttofi, et al., 2011; Wang, Iannotti, & 
Luk, 2012), anxiety disorders (Hoertel et al., 2012), psychotic symptoms (Cunningham, Hoy, & 
Shannon, 2015; Van Dam et al., 2012), and antisocial personality traits (Hoertel et al., 2012).   
A behavior is considered bullying if it is repeated, has a real or perceived power 
imbalance, and there is an intent to harm (Olweus, 1994). There are four primary types of 
bullying behaviors: (1) physical bullying, which is a direct form of bullying that involves 
violence; (2) verbal bullying, which is a direct form of bullying that involves name-calling, 
teasing, and threatening; (3) relational bullying, which is an indirect form of bullying that 
involves rumor spreading and social exclusion; and (4) cyberbullying, which is verbal and 
relational bullying that takes place via an online platform, such as social media or texting. 
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Physical, verbal, and relational bullying are typically considered forms of traditional bullying, 
while cyberbullying is often studied separately due to its use of an online medium.  
Despite several meta-analyses on bullying prevention programs that indicate positive 
results (Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 2014; Gaffney, Ttofi, & Farrington, 2019; Jimenez, Ruiz-
Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Perez-Garcia, & Llor-Esteban, 2016; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2015; Ttofi 
& Farrington, 2011), bullying as a social problem is not going away. A recent meta-analysis of 
bullying victimization trends in the United States found that overall traditional bullying 
victimization has remained fairly stable over the past two decades, while cyberbullying 
victimization has been on the rise (Kennedy, In Press). This study also found that traditional 
bullying victimization among girls has been increasing, yet traditional bullying victimization 
among boys appears to have declined in recent years (Kennedy, In Press; Pontes et al., 2018).  
The apparent divergence in traditional bullying victimization between boys and girls 
suggests that something different might be happening for boys and girls as a response to bullying 
prevention programs. Yet, no meta-analysis to date has explored whether prevention programs 
might impact boys and girls differently. The present study aims to fill this gap in the literature by 
conducting an independent subtypes meta-analysis that explores variation in the outcomes of 
bullying prevention programs by gender, to determine if the differing trends for boys versus girls 
can be traced back to the differential efficacy of bullying prevention programs by gender. This 
meta-analysis will also include a moderator analysis to see if study level factors, such as the 
location of the study, the age of the participants, or the research design impact outcomes of 






Bullying Victimization by Gender 
 For many years research found that boys were more likely to be involved in bullying than 
girls (Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & Sadek, 2010); however, in more recent years and with the 
acceptance that bullying can take on more indirect forms, research studies are finding that girls 
are experiencing more bullying than boys (Kennedy, In Press; Pontes et al., 2018). For example, 
using the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) national data, Pontes and colleagues (2018) 
found that 25% of girls reported experiencing traditional bullying victimization at school in 
2015, while in the same year 16% of boys reported experiencing traditional bullying 
victimization at school. This divide is even more pronounced for cyberbullying. Pontes (2018) 
found that in 2015, 22% of girls reported that they were cyberbullied compared to only 10% of 
boys. Girls reports of traditional bullying victimization have not only surpassed boys, but the gap 
is growing even wider, as traditional bullying victimization among boys has been declining, 
while traditional bullying victimization among girls has been rising (Kennedy, In Press; Pontes et 
al., 2018). For example, Kennedy (In Press) found that traditional bullying victimization among 
girls rose from 26% in 1998 to 30% in 2017, while declined among boys from 31% in 1998 to 
23% in 2017.  
 There is some evidence that suggests that boys and girls engage in bullying differently, in 
that boys are more likely to be involved in physical and verbal forms of bullying, while girls are 
more likely to be involved in relational forms of bullying; however, recent research suggests that 
this may not strictly be the case. For example, Wang and colleagues (2012) conducted a latent 
class analysis of grades 6-10 and found that boys were more likely to be classified in the “all 
types” of bullying group. In another study that used latent class analysis to group youth by type 
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of bullying victimization, Bradshaw, Waasdorp, and O’Brennan (2013) found that middle 
school-aged girls were more likely to be grouped in the verbal/relational bullying group, while 
middle school aged boys were more likely to be in the physical/verbal group and the high 
verbal/physical/relational group. They found that high school-aged girls were only slightly more 
likely to be in the verbal/rumor group (54% vs 45%) than boys. The trend that emerges from 
these studies is that boys are likely to engage in all types of bullying victimization, while girls 
are more likely to engage in relational and verbal forms of bullying – namely, the non-violent 
forms. It is possible that bullying among boys is declining because violent forms of bullying are 
declining, while non-violent forms are not as impacted. For example, Kennedy (In Press) found 
that physical bullying victimization declined from 29% in 1998 to 8% in 2017.   
 Negative effects associated with bullying victimization and perpetration by gender. 
Research consistently shows that bullying involvement is associated with negative effects for 
both the perpetrator and the victim, and many of these effects tend to vary by gender. Hoertel 
and colleagues (2012) examined the negative effects of bullying involvement by gender and 
found that both boys and girls who experience bullying victimization display antisocial 
characteristics, though different ones. They also found that girls who report being bullied are 
more likely to have lifetime internalizing disorders, such as depression, bipolar disorder, and 
anxiety disorders, compared to boys who are bullied. In contrast, boys are more likely to display 
externalizing behaviors, such as substance abuse disorders, conduct disorder, and antisocial 
personality disorder than girls as a result of bullying victimization. However, it is important to 
note that girls who are bullied are more likely to display externalizing behaviors compared to 
girls who have never been bullied. Another study found that girls who are exposed to 
cyberbullying victimization experience higher rates of depression and suicidal behaviors than 
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boys who are exposed to cyberbullying victimization (Reed, Nugent, & Cooper, 2015). Not all of 
the negative effects of bullying differ by gender, bullying victimization is associated with 
depression and suicide attempts for both boys and girls (Kim, Yang, Barthelmey, & Lofaso, 
2018). Though Kim and colleagues (2018) did find that the indirect effect of bullying 
victimization (mediated through depression) on suicide attempts was greater for girls than boys. 
It is important to note that most of these studies used cross-sectional data, which means they 
could not control for temporal ordering. It is possible that youth who are more prone to 
depression or suicide, might also be more likely to experience bullying victimization.  
Bullying Prevention Programs 
 In the past decade there has been extensive research into bullying prevention programs, 
with evaluations of specific programs, as well as meta-analyses/systematic reviews that assess 
the impact of these programs as a whole. Overall, the findings of these meta-analyses are 
optimistic, in that they have found that bullying prevention programs (Evans et al., 2014; 
Gaffney et al., 2019b; Jimenez et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011) and 
cyberbullying prevention programs (Gaffney, Farrington, Espelage, & Ttofi, 2019a) are 
generally effective at reducing bullying involvement among youth. For example, Gaffney and 
colleagues (2019b) found that youth who went through a bullying prevention program had 24-
25% lower odds of experiencing bullying victimization than youth who did not go through a 
program. A recent study on cyberbullying prevention programs found similar results, that youth 
who completed a cyberbullying prevention program had 23% lower odds of experiencing 
cyberbullying victimization compared to youth who had not completed a program (Gaffney et 
al., 2019a).    
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While there are a wide range of bullying prevention programs, ranging from primary to 
tertiary prevention, the majority of bullying prevention programs take a primary prevention 
approach (e.g. Olweus, Steps to Respect, KiVa). The focus of these programs is on increasing 
awareness of types of bullying, increasing awareness about the negative effects of bullying, and 
improving social-emotional skills to enhance relationships among students (Farrington, & Ttofi, 
2009). These programs also educate teachers, parents, and students on how to identify bullying, 
how best to intervene, as well as strategies for prevention. Finally, in addition to developing anti-
bullying school policies, many of these primary prevention programs attempt to improve school 
climate and adjust social norms surrounding bullying (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009). The programs 
that focus on secondary or tertiary prevention, such as SS Grin (DeRosier & Marcus, 2005), tend 
to focus on providing social skills training and emotional regulation skills to youth who are at 
risk of victimization or those who are already experiencing victimization (Farrington & Ttofi, 
2009).  There is considerable overlap in the focus and aims of prevention programs within the 
US and outside of the US, with numerous programs developing as offshoots of the Olweus 
Bullying Prevention Program (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009).   
Several meta-analyses have identified a number of features of prevention programs that 
are effective at reducing bullying victimization and perpetration, such as parental involvement, 
disciplinary methods (such as strict policies on how to handle bullying incidents), classroom 
management, teacher training, class rules, school wide conferences, cooperative group work 
(Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), emotional control, peer counseling (Lee et al., 2015), and whole 
school policies (Lee et al., 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). Prevention programs have even been 
found to increase bystander intervention, which can help educate and encourage youth to 
intervene when they witness a bullying incident (Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2012). The 
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findings of these reviews are promising and suggest that prevention programs are on the right 
track and are able to improve bullying conditions for some youth. Yet no meta-analysis to date 
has examined outcomes of prevention programs by gender.  
 Methodological features that impact findings. While meta-analyses on bullying 
prevention programs have found positive results, there are some methodological differences from 
program to program that meta-analyses have found to impact the findings. Programs appear to be 
more effective among younger (middle school and below) adolescents compared to older 
adolescents (Lee et al., 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011; Yeager, Fong, Lee, & Espelage, 2015). 
Programs appear to be more effective outside of the US despite sharing many of the same 
program features and goals (Evans et al., 2014; Gaffney, Farrington, & Ttofi, 2019c; Kennedy, in 
progress; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). This difference in outcomes could be related to cultural and 
diversity differences in the US vs. outside the US. For example, Evans and colleagues (2014) 
assert that there is more racial and socioeconomic diversity, as well as relative poverty in US 
schools, which might work as a barrier to bullying prevention programs due to the range of 
complex issue impoverished youth face. The type of research design has also been shown to 
matter, with age-cohort designs showing the largest effect sizes (Gaffney et al., 2019b; Ttofi & 
Farrington, 2011), which might be due to their ability to control for maturation effects. All of 
these different methodological factors can have a substantial impact on the reported rates of 
bullying involvement, and thus can impact the comparison of prevention program outcomes. 
Current Study 
One gap in the current literature on bullying prevention programs, as previously 
mentioned, is how programs might be differentially impacting boys versus girls. It has already 
been established that boys and girls engage in bullying at different rates and that the trends over 
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time are different by gender, particularly for traditional bullying victimization. This suggests that 
a logical next step would be to investigate how effectively prevention programs are addressing 
traditional bullying victimization among boys compared to girls.  
The present study aims to explore the differential impact of prevention programs on 
traditional bullying victimization among girls versus boys by conducting an independent 
subtypes meta-analysis that examines prevention program outcomes by gender. The aims of the 
present study are: (1) to determine if prevention programs are effectively reducing bullying 
victimization among girls and among boys; (2) to compare whether there is a significant 
difference in the effect of prevention programs between girls versus boys; and (3) to assess 
whether methodological differences, such as the type of research design, the location of study, 
the grade of participants, the year of publication, or the type of publication impact these between 
and within gender outcomes.  
Methods 
Articles were collected for this meta-analysis through a systematic search of three 
academic databases (PsycInfo, Academic Search Ultimate, and ERIC) using the key words: 
bully*, prevention program, youth, school community, program evaluation, program 
effectiveness for articles published between 1990 and 2018. In addition to the database search, 
reference lists from three meta-analyses on bullying prevention programs (Chalamandaris & 
Piette 2015; Evans et al. 2014; Gaffney et al. 2018; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011) were reviewed. 
This search included all types of scholarly articles, as well as grey literature, and unpublished 
dissertations/theses, as a way to maximize the sample size and reduce publication bias. Rayan 




Inclusion criteria were determined a priori. Included studies must have conducted at least 
one evaluation of a bullying prevention program that presented outcomes of traditional bullying 
victimization by gender. The subjects of the studies must have been juveniles under the age of 
18. In order to expand the sample size, this review included bullying prevention programs that 
have been implemented in the United States, as well as other countries; however, they must have 
been published in English. The included research designs are experimental designs, quasi-
experimental designs, as well as non-experimental designs that use pre-and post-tests only. 
While the lack of a control or comparison group does open up the findings to threats of internal 
validity, they were included in this study as a way to increase sample size and because the lack 
of a more rigorous research design should not invalidate the study. As a way to explore whether 
the type of research design impacted the findings, it was included as a moderator variable in the 
moderator analysis.   
Key Variables 
The primary outcome measures were gender-disaggregated effect sizes (e.g. prevalence 
rates, odds ratios, standardized mean difference) of traditional bullying victimization, which 
were operationalized as a measure that assesses the difference pre-and post-intervention (or 
compared to equivalent or nonequivalent control groups). For the designs that had a comparison 
or control group, the post-test values from the control and treatment group were extracted from 
the study per the recommendation of Cuijpers, Weitz, Cristea, and Twisk (2017). For the study 
designs that did not have a control/comparison group, the pre- and post-test values both were 
extracted from the study.  
Key characteristics of the studies were identified and coded to use in the moderator 
analysis. Included moderators were the country in which the study was conducted (coded as 
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United States, non-US English speaking, and non-English speaking), grade level of the 
participants (14 and below, 15 and above, and overlap), publication type (gray paper, 
dissertation/thesis, peer reviewed, book chapter), year published (coded as before 2009 and after 
2010), and the primary research design (pre/post, experimental, quasi-experimental).  
The country variable and the age/grade variable were collapsed for the moderator 
analysis (to US and Non-US for the former; 14 and below and 15 and above/overlap for the 
latter) due to small sample sizes for some of the subgroups. Fu and colleagues (2011) suggest 
that in order to conduct a subgroup analysis, a minimum of 4 effect sizes are needed per 
subgroup.  
Systematic Search 
The systematic search found 1778 articles that met the search criteria. After duplicates 
were removed, abstracts were reviewed for 1206 articles. Three hundred and fifty-two articles 
met the inclusion criteria through the abstract review and were included in the full-text review. 
Twenty-two articles met the inclusion criteria via the full-text review. Articles were excluded at 
the full-text stage for numerous reason: 196 were excluded due to not including the outcomes by 
gender or by focusing on bullying perpetration, 58 were excluded for having the wrong study 
design, 27 were excluded for focusing exclusively on cyberbullying, 14 were excluded for being 
a background/literature article, 7 were missed duplicates, 5 were published only in a foreign 
language, and 5 looked at the wrong population. One study (Steiger, 2010) was excluded from 
the analysis due to an extremely small sample size. Due to the small sample size, the effect sizes 
were extreme outliers, and thus were excluded from the analysis (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 
Seventeen additional studies mentioned gender-specific outcomes but did not include the data 
necessary to calculate the effect size. This author reached out to the authors of those studies but 
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did not have success in receiving the necessary data. See the Flow Chart (Figure 3.1) of the 
search process. 
Figure 3.1. Flow Chart of Systematic Search 
 
Data Extraction & Reliability of Coding 
A standardized data extraction form was used for all data extraction (Lipsey & Wilson, 
2001). Data was extracted from the articles by entering it into a database to ready it for data 
analysis. As a way to increase the reliability of the coding (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001), the entire 
sample was recoded with an intra-rater reliability score of 96.4% agreement.  
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Some studies presented different effects sizes by age/grade level, when the outcomes 
were presented as prevalence rates or mean levels of traditional bullying victimization, these 
values were averaged across age groups to get one value per gender from each article.  
The effect size data were entered into a Comprehensive Meta-Analysis Version 3 (CMA; 
Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2013) database in several different formats, such as 
prevalence rates, odds ratios, standardized mean difference, and raw mean difference. In order to 
calculate the effect size (odds ratio) for studies with pre-/post-test designs with matched groups a 
correlation value between the baseline and follow-up is necessary because the values are not 
independent of one another (Cuijpers, Weitz, Cristea, & Twisk, 2017). Unfortunately, very few 
studies include this correlation value in their published results. As a way to account for this, a 
standardized fixed correlation of .59 was used to calculate the effect size. This value was 
empirically determined by Balk, Earley, Patel, Trikalinos, and Dahabreh (2012) though a study 
of 811 within-group correlation values, where .59 was the median value across all studies. 
Cuijpers and colleagues (2017) assert that .59 is the most appropriate correlation value to use for 
pre-/post-tests when the actual correlation is not available. When data were entered, a positive 
sign indicated less reported bullying victimization at post-test or in the treatment group, and a 
negative sign indicated higher reported bullying victimization at post-test or in the treatment 
group. All effect sizes were converted to odds ratios, then converted to log odds for the analysis, 
and converted back to odds ratios for ease of interpretation. All conversions were done using 
CMA software.  
Statistical Analysis 
All analyses were carried out using CMA. The primary analysis was an independent 
subgroups meta-analysis with a fully random effects model, with boy and girl as the independent 
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subgroups. An independent subgroups meta-analysis allows the researcher to compare the mean 
effect size (in this case, change from pre-test to post-test or post-test to control group) between 
the independent subgroups, as well as examine the effect within the subgroups individually. In 
this study, this means comparing the effects of prevention programs between boys and girls, and 
the effect on girls and boys individually. A fully random effects model was used because the 
included studies evaluated different prevention programs with different populations, thus it was 
expected that the effect sizes would vary from study to study (in contrast with fixed effects 
model, where effect sizes are expected to be the same across studies; Borenstein et al., 2009).  
The effect size statistic was the calculated log odds in bullying victimization separated by 
gender between the treatment group and the control group post-test scores, if no control or 
comparison group was present then the effect size statistic is the calculated log odds between 
pre- and post-test scores. For the remainder of this article the term treatment group will be used 
to refer to the subjects who received the prevention program and control group will be used to 
refer to the subjects who did not received the prevention program. In some studies, these are the 
same subjects (pre-/post-test studies) and in other studies these are a separate group of subjects 
(quasi-experimental and experimental studies). The effect sizes were weighted based on the sum 
of the within and between study variance, which is the method of weighting under a random 
effects model (Borenstein et al., 2009). Due to the expected variation between subgroups, the 
variance was pooled within subgroups, rather than across subgroups (Borenstein et al., 2009). 
After calculating the effect size and the weights, the homogeneity of the distribution of effect 
sizes within and between subgroups was calculated using the Q-statistic and the I2 statistic. This 
revealed statistically significant Q-values and I2 values over 79.8, this indicates that there is 
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sufficient variation across the effect sizes both within genders and between genders to reject the 
null that assumes homogeneity and proceed with the analysis.  
First, under the independent subgroups meta-analysis, summary effects were computed 
for boys and girls separately, a Q-test based on analysis of variance was used to determine 
whether there was a statistically significant difference between the boys and girls. Z-scores were 
used to determine the within group difference, essentially whether the prevention programs 
reduced reports of boy or girl bullying individually. The findings are visually presented using a 
forest plot. 
Second, a series of moderator tests were conducted, isolating the sample based on the 
different moderator variables. This allowed for the exploration of the impact of each moderator 
on the effect of prevention programs between boys and girls, and boys and girls independently. 
Essentially, this meant breaking down the sample into smaller subsets based on the moderator 
variables, then conducting an independent subtypes meta-analysis. These moderator meta-
analyses also used a fully random effects model and the variance was pooled within subgroups. 
The same statistical tests were conducted: a Q-test based on analysis of variance was used to 
assess the between subgroup statistical significance, and the Z-test was used to determine the 
within subgroup statistical significance.  
Results 
Sample Descriptive Statistics 
The systematic search yielded 22 studies that met the search criteria and were 
subsequently included in this meta-analysis, with 44 independent effect sizes: 22 boy and 22 girl 
effect sizes. Each independent effect size represents the log odds of a reduction from control 
group to treatment group, with an odds ratio over one indicating that the treatment group had 
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lower reported bullying victimization than the control group. Table 3.1 includes the details of all 
studies included in this analysis, while Table 3.2 presents the sample descriptive statistics. Figure 
3.2 shows a forest plot of the effect sizes for each study for girls and boys, as well as the overall 
effect. The majority of the sample is made up of peer-reviewed publications (73%), an 
experimental or quasi-experimental design (55%), with an 8th grade or below sample (roughly 
aged 14 and below; 82%), conducted in the United States (64%), and published in or after 2010 
(64%).  
Table 3.1.  













Bonell et al., 2015 B, G 2010+ 2015 Exp N-US PR 8- INCLUSIVE R/N 
Brist, 2015 B, G 2010+ 2011 PP US DT 8- Olweus R/N 
Brockenbrough, 
2001 
B, G 2009- 2001 PP US DT 8- Bully Proofing 
your school 
M/SD 
Chen, 2018 B, G 2010+ 2018 PP N-US PR O No Name R/N 
DeRosier & 
Marcus 2005 
B, G 2009- 2005 Exp US PR 8- SS GRIN M/SD 
Domino, 2013 B, G 2010+ 2013 Quasi US PR 8- No Name M/SD 
Eslea & Smith 
1998 
B, G 2009- 1998 PP US PR 8- Sheffied Ant-
bullying Project 
R/N 
Finn, 2009 B, G 2009- 2009 Quasi US DT 8- Olweus M/SD 
Giesbrecht et al., 
2011 
B, G 2010+ 2011 PP N-US PR 8- WITS M/SD 
Gusmoes et al., 
2018 
B, G 2010+ 2018 Exp N-US PR 8- Tamojunto R/N 
Hallford et al., 
2006 
B, G 2009- 2006 PP US PR 8- Bullyproof M/SD 
Haner et al., 2010 B, G 2010+ 2010 PP N-US PR 8- No Name M/SD 
Hutchings & 
Clarkson, 2015 






B, G 2010+ 2011 PP N-US PR 8- WITS M/SD 
Limber et al., 
2018 
B, G 2010+ 2018 Quasi US PR 8- Olweus R/N 
Morgan, 2014 B, G 2010+ 2014 Quasi US DT 8- PBIS M/SD 
Ostrov et al., 
2015 





Palladino et al., 
2016 
B, G 2010+ 2016 Quasi N-US PR 9+ No Trap M/SD 
Stanbury et al., 
2009 
B, G 2009- 2009 Quasi US PR 8- No Name M/SD 
Sutherland, 2010 B, G 2010+ 2010 Quasi US DT 9+ Beyond the 
Hurt 
M/SD 
Taylor, 2006 B, G 2009- 2006 Exp US DT 9+ Owning Up M/SD 
Twemlow et al., 
2008 
B, G 2009- 2008 PP US PR 8- Gentle Warrior M/SD 
B: boy; G: girl; Exp: experimental design; Quasi: quasi-experimental design; PP: pre-/post-test design; PR: peer-
review; DT: dissertation/thesis; O: overlap; 8-: 8th grade and below; 9+: 9th grade and below; R/N: rates/N; M/SD: 
mean/SD; D/SE: raw difference/SE; N/t: N/t-value 
Table 3.2.  
Study Descriptive Statistics 




   Pre/Post 45 10 
   Experimental 23 5 
   Quasi-Experimental 32 7 
Type of Publication   
   Peer-Reviewed 73 16 
   Dissertation/Thesis 27 6 
Age/Grade 
  
   8th grade and below (roughly 14 and below) 82 18 
   9th grade and above (roughly 15 and above) 14 3 
   Overlap 5 1 
Country/Language   
   Non-English Speaking 14 3 
   Non-US English Speaking 23 5 
   United States 64 14 
Year   
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   2009 or Earlier 36 8 
   2010 or Later 64 14 
 
Figure 3.2. Forest Plot for Traditional Bullying Victimization among Girls, Boys, and Overall in 
Log Odds 
 
Effect Size Analysis 
 Whole sample subtype analysis. The random effects meta-analysis revealed that there 
were no significant differences in the odds ratios between girls and boys; however, when looking 
at boys and girls individually, there was a significant effect of prevention programs for boys, but 
not for girls (Table 3.3). Boys had 15% higher odds of a reduction in bullying in the treatment 
group compared to the control group (OR: 1.15, CI: 1.03-.1.30, p<.05). This suggests that overall 
(whole sample) for boys, prevention programs are effectively reducing bullying, while the same 
effect is not found for girls.  
Table 3.3 
Meta-Analysis: Overall Within and Between Differences 
Study Name Subgroup within study Statistics for each study Log odds ratio and 95% CI
Log Standard Lower Upper 
odds ratio error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Bonell et al., 2015 Boy 0.048 0.087 0.008 -0.122 0.218 0.548 0.584
Brist, 2015 Boy -0.238 0.129 0.017 -0.490 0.015 -1.845 0.065
Brockenbrough, 2001 Boy -0.284 0.145 0.021 -0.569 0.001 -1.950 0.051
DeRosier & Marcus 2005 Boy 0.037 0.311 0.097 -0.573 0.647 0.119 0.905
Domino, 2013 Boy 0.502 0.296 0.088 -0.078 1.081 1.695 0.090
Eslea & Smith 1998 Boy 0.471 0.129 0.017 0.218 0.723 3.649 0.000
Finn, 2009 Boy 0.000 0.182 0.033 -0.357 0.357 0.000 1.000
Giesbrecht et al., 2011 Boy 0.452 0.112 0.013 0.232 0.672 4.027 0.000
Gusmoes et al., 2018 Boy -0.126 0.064 0.004 -0.251 0.000 -1.957 0.050
Hallford et al., 2006 Boy 0.212 0.235 0.055 -0.250 0.673 0.899 0.368
Haner et al., 2010 Boy 0.259 0.219 0.048 -0.170 0.688 1.184 0.236
Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015 Boy 0.164 0.116 0.013 -0.063 0.390 1.414 0.157
Leadbeater & Sukhawathanakul, 2011 Boy 0.311 0.089 0.008 0.137 0.486 3.491 0.000
Limber et al., 2018 Boy 0.274 0.014 0.000 0.248 0.301 20.160 0.000
Morgan, 2014 Boy -0.312 0.308 0.095 -0.917 0.292 -1.012 0.311
Ostrov et al., 2015 Boy -0.130 0.476 0.226 -1.063 0.803 -0.273 0.785
Stanbury et al., 2009 Boy -0.924 0.493 0.243 -1.890 0.041 -1.876 0.061
Twemlow et al., 2008 Boy -0.027 0.135 0.018 -0.293 0.238 -0.202 0.840
0.096 0.063 0.004 -0.028 0.221 1.519 0.129
Bonell et al., 2015 Girl -0.032 0.089 0.008 -0.206 0.142 -0.362 0.717
Brist, 2015 Girl -0.477 0.126 0.016 -0.724 -0.229 -3.776 0.000
Brockenbrough, 2001 Girl -0.473 0.128 0.016 -0.724 -0.222 -3.695 0.000
DeRosier & Marcus 2005 Girl 0.405 0.310 0.096 -0.203 1.013 1.305 0.192
Domino, 2013 Girl 1.149 0.284 0.081 0.592 1.707 4.043 0.000
Eslea & Smith 1998 Girl -0.357 0.121 0.015 -0.595 -0.120 -2.949 0.003
Finn, 2009 Girl -0.101 0.183 0.033 -0.459 0.256 -0.556 0.578
Giesbrecht et al., 2011 Girl 0.636 0.117 0.014 0.407 0.865 5.449 0.000
Gusmoes et al., 2018 Girl -0.040 0.069 0.005 -0.174 0.094 -0.582 0.560
Hallford et al., 2006 Girl -0.638 0.242 0.058 -1.112 -0.164 -2.639 0.008
Haner et al., 2010 Girl 0.533 0.247 0.061 0.048 1.018 2.154 0.031
Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015 Girl 0.236 0.121 0.015 -0.002 0.474 1.943 0.052
Leadbeater & Sukhawathanakul, 2011 Girl 0.322 0.089 0.008 0.148 0.496 3.622 0.000
Limber et al., 2018 Girl 0.115 0.013 0.000 0.089 0.140 8.739 0.000
Morgan, 2014 Girl -0.452 0.298 0.089 -1.037 0.133 -1.516 0.130
Ostrov et al., 2015 Girl 1.285 0.501 0.251 0.303 2.267 2.565 0.010
Stanbury et al., 2009 Girl -0.710 0.340 0.116 -1.376 -0.044 -2.088 0.037
Twemlow et al., 2008 Girl -0.351 0.160 0.026 -0.665 -0.037 -2.191 0.028
0.011 0.076 0.006 -0.139 0.160 0.138 0.890
0.061 0.049 0.002 -0.034 0.157 1.256 0.209
-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
Increase in Bullying Decrease in Bullying
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Subgroup OR CI 95% Q - 
Between 
I2 t2 
Girl 1.05 .92-1.20 151.27*** 86.12 .068 
Boy 1.15* 1.03-1.30 104.01*** 79.81 .043 
Between   1.001   
*<.05; **<.01; ***<.001 
 Moderator analysis. In addition to the overall whole sample analysis that looked at the 
impact of prevention programs between boys and girls and within girls and boys individually, 
this study conducted a moderator analysis that isolated the sample based on different study level 
factors (moderator variables) to see how they might affect the impact of prevention programs 
both within the subgroups (boys and girls) and between the subgroups (boys and girls). The 
findings from this analysis are in Table 3.4. No significant effects were found for the between 
genders analysis; however, there were multiple significant effects when examining the within 
individual gender effects.  
Table 3.4.  
Meta-Analysis: Moderator Analysis  
Moderator OR 95% CI k  Q K  
Research Design      
  Pre/Post    2.16 20 
    Girl .95 .72-1.25 10   
    Boy 1.22* 1.01-1.48 10   
Experimental    1.78 10 
    Girl 1.11 .88-1.41 5   
    Boy .94 .88-1.05 5   
  Quasi-Exp.    .02 14 
    Girl 1.17 .84-1.62 7   
    Boy 1.20 .96-1.51 7   
Type of Pub.      
 Peer-Review    .74 32 
    Girl 1.15 1.00-1.34 16   
    Boy 1.25*** 1.11-1.42 16   
Dissertation/Thesis    .61 12 
    Girl .78* .61-1.00 6   
    Boy .89 .73-1.07 6   
Age      
14 and Below    .75 36 
    Girl 1.01 .87-1.17 18   
    Boy 1.10 .97-1.25 18   
15 and above/ 
Overlap 
   .24 8 
    Girl 1.37 .91-2.05 4   
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    Boy 1.57* 1.08-2.27 4   
Country/Language      
Non-US    .001 16 
    Girl 1.30* 1.06-1.60 8   
    Boy 1.31** 1.07-1.60 8   
 United States    .79 28 
    Girl .92 .73-1.16 14   
    Boy 1.05 .88-1.24 14   
Year      
2009 or earlier    3.40 16 
    Girl .74** .60-.90 8   
    Boy 1.00 .78-1.28 8   
2010 or later    .001 28 
    Girl 1.22** 1.05-1.42 14   
    Boy 1.22** 1.06-1.40 14   
*<.05; **<.01; ***<.001 
Girls. The overall analysis found no significant effect of prevention programs on girls in 
the treatment group and this remained true for seven of the eleven moderator indicators. These 
findings are presented in Table 3.4. Girls in the treatment group in studies that were conducted 
outside of the US had 30% higher odds of reduction in bullying victimization compared to the 
control group (OR: 1.30, CI: 1.06-1.60, p<.05), while girls in the treatment group of studies 
published after 2010 had 22% higher odds of a reduction in bullying victimization compared to 
the control group (OR: 1.22, CI: 1.05-1.42, p<.01). In contrast, girls in the treatment group of 
dissertations/theses had 22% lower odds of a reduction in bullying victimization compared to the 
control group (OR: .78, CI: .61-1.00, p<.05), while girls in studies published in 2009 or earlier 
had 26% lower odds of a reduction in victimization compared to the control group (OR: .74, CI: 
.60-.90, p<.01).  
Boys. In the overall sample, prevention programs had a significant and positive impact on 
boys in the treatment group compared to the control group; however, this effect does not remain 
throughout the entirety of the moderator analysis. The moderator findings are displayed in Table 
3.4. The odds ratios for boys remained significant for five of eleven moderator indicators: pre-
/post-test research designs, peer-reviewed studies, studies with a sample ages 15 and 
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above/overlap, conducted outside of the US, and published in 2010 or later. Boys in the 
treatment group of studies with a pre-/post-test design had 22% higher odds of a reduction in 
bullying compared to the control group (OR: 1.22, CI: 1.01-1.48, p<.05). Boys in the treatment 
group of peer-reviewed studies had 25% higher odds of a reduction in bullying victimization 
compared to the control group (OR: 1.25, CI: 1.11-1.42, p<.001), while boys in the treatment 
group of studies with an overlapping or sample of ages 15 and above had 57% higher odds of a 
reduction in bullying victimization compared to the control group (OR: 1.57, CI: 1.08-2.27, 
p<.05).  Boys in the treatment group of studies conducted outside of the United States had 31% 
higher odds of a reduction in bullying victimization compared to the control group (OR: 1.31, 
CI: 1.07-1.60, p<.01), while boys in the treatment group of studies published in 2010 or later had 
22% higher odds of a reduction in bullying victimization compared to the control group (OR: 
1.22, CI: 1.06-1.40, p<.01). 
Discussion 
 Overall, this meta-analysis found a small but significant positive effect of bullying 
prevention programs on traditional bullying victimization among boys and a positive but non-
significant effect of bullying prevention programs among girls. However, when broken down by 
location of the study, it found a non-significant effect for both boys and girls among studies 
conducted in the US; in contrast it found a significant positive effect for both boys and girls 
among studies conducted outside of the US. Additionally, there was a significant effect for both 
boys and girls in studies conducted after 2010. The overall whole sample findings, not including 
the moderator analysis, are consistent with previous research that has found that traditional 
bullying victimization is decreasing among boys, but not among girls (Kennedy, In Press; 
Pontes, 2018). The overall findings of the whole sample suggest that programs are slightly more 
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effective at addressing bullying among boys compared to girls. Yet, the moderator analysis 
which analyzed subsets of the sample based on the study level moderator variables, shows that 
these findings need to be viewed within certain contexts, such as the location of the study and 
year of publication.  
Moderator Analysis 
Location of the Study. This study found that the location in which the study was 
conducted had a substantial effect on the findings. Specifically, that studies conducted in the US 
had non-significant effects for both boys and girls, and studies conducted outside of the US had 
significant effects for both boys and girls. In studies conducted outside of the US, boys had 31% 
higher odds of a reduction in traditional bullying victimization after participation in a bullying 
prevention program compared to youth who did not participate, while girls had 30% lower odds. 
This is consistent with previous meta-analyses, which have found that prevention programs are 
more effective outside of the US than they are in the US, despite the shared features and goals of 
the programs (Evans et al., 2014; Gaffney et al., 2019c; Kennedy, in progress; Ttofi & 
Farrington, 2011). Evans and colleagues (2014) speculate that programs are less effective in the 
United States due to the diversity, both racially and socio-economically, of US schools, which 
might create cultural barriers to implementing an effective bullying prevention program. Another 
related explanation is that many of these prevention programs were originally developed 
internationally, and thus might be better suited to schools in the countries in which they were 
developed.  
Year of Publication. Year of publication also stood out in the moderator analysis, as 
studies published in 2010 or later had a significant positive effect for both boys and girls, 
meaning a reduction in traditional bullying victimization, while studies published in 2009 or 
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earlier had a non-significant effect of boys and a significant negative effect for girls. This 
suggests that over the years, prevention programs have substantially improved their efforts at 
reducing traditional bullying among both boys and girls. This shift and the larger shift among 
girls can at least partially be explained by the acknowledgement and inclusion of relational 
bullying as a form of traditional bullying victimization. Prior to 1995, relational bullying was not 
generally considered a form of bullying. The term relational bullying was coined in 1995 by 
Crick and Grotpeter (1995), so it is likely that after that time, it began to slowly be incorporated 
into prevention programs and the broader cultural understanding of bullying. In addition, in the 
past decade there has been an increasing number of evaluation studies on bullying prevention 
programs, as well as meta-analyses that analyze both the efficacy of programs and the most 
effective program features. As a result, programs are likely to be incorporating the features that 
have been shown to be especially efficacious into their programs, thus programs have been more 
successful in more recent years.  
Other Moderators. The findings for unpublished dissertations/theses indicate a 
significant negative effect for girls and a non-significant negative effect for boys, meaning that 
girls who completed the prevention program actually reported an increase in traditional bullying 
victimization compared to those who did not. This effect can possibly be explained in terms of 
the file drawer effect, which asserts that there is a publication bias in research in which only 
studies with significant or positive findings are likely to be published (Rosenthal, 1979).  
The findings of the current study show that boys in studies with a sample of 15 or older 
or an overlapping age range are likely to report a reduction in traditional bullying victimization, 
while studies involving younger boys and girls are not. This finding is in contrast with previous 
meta-analyses that have found that bullying prevention programs are more effective for younger 
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adolescents, specifically 14 and below, while programs are less effective for older youth (Lee et 
al., 2015; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011; Yeager, Fong, Lee, & Espelage, 2015). However, this 
finding is consistent with a previous meta-analysis that examined the effect of prevention 
programs on subtypes of traditional bullying victimization (Kennedy, in progress). Kennedy (in 
progress) found that prevention programs were effective at reducing physical bullying 
victimization among older adolescents, which is the type of traditional bullying in which girls are 
least likely to engage (Bradshaw et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2012). The significant reduction in 
bullying among older boys might be a reflection of this reduction in physical bullying 
victimization among older youth.  
 The findings regarding research design show that studies with an experimental or quasi-
experimental design were not significant for boys or girls, while studies with a pre-/post-test 
design were significant for boys. This finding is important to discuss as both experimental and 
quasi-experimental designs are considered more rigorous and of higher quality due to their use of 
a control group, and in some cases, randomization. Pre-/post-test designs are more likely to be 
subject to threats to internal validity due to the lack of a control group. These threats include 
maturation, history, testing effects, and regression to the mean. It is possible that the significant 
effect found among boys in the pre-/post-test design studies could be due to any one of these 
threats. However, despite these potential threats to internal validity it is important to 
acknowledge that studies with a pre-/post-test design are finding positive results of prevention 
programs for boys.  
Boys vs Girls 
 The overall findings and the findings of the moderator analysis suggest that in general, 
bullying prevention programs have a differential effect on boys compared to girls, though the 
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between genders effect was not significant, the within gender effect was significant for boys. 
This might be explained by the types of bullying in which boys and girls are likely to engage. 
Recent research suggests that boys are more likely to experience all kinds of traditional bullying: 
physical, relational, and verbal, while girls are more likely to experience relational and verbal 
forms (Waasdorp & O’Brennan, 2013; Wang et al., 2012). One recent meta-analysis on bullying 
trends (Kennedy, In Press) found that physical and verbal bullying victimization have 
significantly declined over the past decade and a half, while relational bullying did not follow the 
same trend. Another recent meta-analysis on the impact of prevention programs on bullying 
subtypes (Kennedy, in progress), found that prevention programs appear to be more effective at 
reducing physical and relational forms of bullying victimization than verbal forms. Based on the 
findings from these meta-analyses and the research on the types of bullying experienced by boys 
and girls, it is possible that bullying among boys is declining as a result of bullying prevention 
programs because physical and relational forms bullying victimization are being reduced, while 
verbal bullying victimization is not. Since girls are most likely to experience relational and 
verbal bullying, but rarely physical bullying victimization, it is possible that the reduction for 
females is only very slight, not enough to register a significant effect in this analysis, while a 
larger effect is seen for boys, since two out of the three types of traditional bullying victimization 
they experience are being reduced.  
 Another potential explanation is that prevention programs are less effective at reducing 
bullying among girls because bullying among girls tends to happen within friend groups more 
often than for boys (Mishima, 2003). This could influence the findings of this meta-analysis in 
three ways: first, that girls do not initially recognize that bullying is occurring within their friend 
group, but after participating in a prevention program they do, thus canceling out the positive 
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effects of the program (outcome-wise). Within friend groups, norms and behaviors can be so 
ingrained that victims may not realize that what they are experiencing is bullying. A qualitative 
study on within friend group bullying found that youth struggled to define incidents among 
friends as bullying and would often excuse clear bullying incidents as joking (Mishna et al., 
2008). Second, that girls do recognize that they are being victimized by a friend but feel unable 
to intervene or stand up for themselves for fear of losing their friend. This could also extend to 
others in the group being uncomfortable intervening, for fear of losing a friend or becoming a 
target themselves (Bollmer, Milich, Harris, & Maras, 2005; Mishna, Wierner, & Peplar, 2008). 
Friendships are considered extremely important for adolescents, particularly among girls 
(Berndt, 1982), as such girls might be less likely to report bullying incidents that are coming 
from a friend, for fear of social rejection. Third, that bullies may not recognize that they are 
bullying their friends because the behaviors have become so normative and accepted within their 
friend group. This may continue to be true even after participating in a bullying prevention 
program, as people often have trouble seeing the ways in which their own behaviors might be 
harmful towards others. These social and friend group factors might make it harder for bullying 
prevention programs to reach girls (and boys) when bullying is occurring within tight-knit social 
groups.   
Limitations 
 One limitation of this study is the inclusion of studies that use a non-experimental pre-
/post-test research design, which is generally not considered standard in meta-analysis due to the 
aforementioned threats to internal validity. Nonetheless, they were included in this study to 
increase sample size and because they are still contributing valuable information about the 
outcomes of various bullying prevention programs. When conducting evaluation studies with 
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youth, particularly youth in schools, it can be difficult to get a randomized control group and, in 
some cases, even a non-equivalent control group, so many studies use pre-/post-test designs 
instead. Despite important findings, these studies are often omitted from meta-analyses on 
bullying prevention programs, which some could argue might skew the findings towards 
evaluations that were able to secure more funding, which is often a requirement of more rigorous 
or complex research designs. The current study accounted for this by including research design 
as a moderator variable, as a way to assess the impact of the inclusion of pre-/post-test designs 
on the findings.  
 Another limitation is that this study focused on gender as a binary – focusing exclusively 
on girl and boy, rather than being more inclusive. This limitation is directly related to the way 
that previous studies are collecting and presenting their data. Despite an acceptance and 
understanding that gender is not a binary, many studies and surveys still ask for demographic 
information in this way, and thus present their findings as girl and boy. This is likely to change in 
the future, but until then, meta-analyses of this kind are limited to the way the data has been 
presented in the studies that make up the sample.  
 Another limitation is that 17 studies were excluded from the final sample because they 
did not provide the necessary effect size data in the published article. The authors of these papers 
were contacted, but they either did not respond or were unable to provide the data. The exclusion 
of these papers limited the sample size for analysis and possibly resulted in some bias in the 
findings.  
Future Research and Conclusions 
Future research should examine whether cultural and diversity differences are influencing 
the greater success of prevention programs outside of the US, and more research needs to be 
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done to determine what kinds of programs are most effective within the US. Given the findings 
of this meta-analysis, a more in-depth look into the specific program features that are effective 
among girls needs to be examined, as well as an exploration into the role of within-friend group 
bullying on the efficacy of bullying prevention programs. Future research should also look at 
how prevention programs impact cyberbullying among boys and girls, as this study focused 
exclusively on the three traditional forms of bullying victimization. Recent research has found 
that cyberbullying overlaps heavily with traditional bullying (Kessel Schneider, O’Donnell, 
Stueve, & Coulter, 2012; Mitchell, Jones, Turner, Shattuck, & Wolak, 2016; Waasdorp & 
Bradshaw, 2015), which suggests that it should not be studied as a separate entity, but rather as a 
an additional subtype of bullying.  
The findings of this meta-analysis suggest that overall, bullying prevention programs 
appear to be slightly more effective at reducing traditional bullying victimization among boys 
than among girls. Yet within the US, programs are largely ineffective with both boys and girls, 
while being more successful outside of the US. These US-specific findings in particular have 
strong implications for both practice and policy and highlight a concerning gap in bullying 
prevention. Researchers, practitioners, schools, and policymakers need to make sure to review 
the evidence presented in meta-analyses on bullying prevention programs when designing and 
implementing programs, to make sure they are employing the most up-to-date evidence-based 
program features. The findings from this study regarding gender can provide prevention 
programs with more information on how to educate teachers, students, and parents about 
identifying bullying, and that there might need to be a greater focus on identifying and 
preventing bullying among girls. Since bullying among girls tends to take place within friend 
groups of other girls (Mishima, 2003), schools need to be aware this and emphasize it when they 
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are educating on how to identify bullying. In addition, teachers and administrators might need to 
pay more attention to clusters of female friend groups when supervising students during free 
periods, such as lunch.  
Additionally, more research needs to be conducted to determine why programs are less 
effective in the US and what can be done to improve efficacy in the US, particularly considering 
programs in the US and outside the US tend to share many of the same strategies and aims. 
Regarding the overall findings, the programs themselves appear getting better at addressing 
bullying among boys and girls, yet there is still more work to be done as some of the findings 
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION 
Through this dissertation, I established significant trends across multiple types of 
bullying involvement, identified key factors that help explain variation from trend study to trend 
study, and identified important gaps in bullying prevention program outcomes. Specifically, in 
Article One, I found that cyberbullying victimization is increasing, while FTF physical bullying 
victimization, FTF verbal bullying victimization, and FTF bullying perpetration are all 
decreasing. In addition, FTF bullying victimization among boys is decreasing, while FTF 
bullying victimization among girls appears to be increasing. Study and survey level variables, 
such as inclusion of the word “bully” in the question, time frame of the question, type of sample, 
whether the sample was national or regional, and certain features of the provided bullying 
definition were all found to have a significant effect on reported trends of bullying across 
different types of bullying involvement.  
 In Article Two, I found that bullying prevention programs appear to have a significant 
positive effect on all three subtypes of traditional bullying victimization in studies conducted 
outside of the US. Programs conducted within the US had a significant positive effect on 
physical and relational bullying victimization, with no significant effect on verbal bullying 
victimization. In Article Three, I found that overall (whole sample) prevention programs appear 
to have more success at reducing traditional bullying victimization among boys than among girls. 
Yet when broken down by location of the study, the results changed substantially. Programs in 
the US were found to not be effective with either boys or girls, while programs outside of the US 
were found to be effective with both boys and girls.   
 Taken together, the findings of this dissertation illustrate that certain types of bullying are 
declining, and for physical bullying victimization and potentially bullying victimization among 
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boys, this may be related to the development and implementation of bullying prevention 
programs. However, the differential effect of prevention programs within the US compared to 
internationally highlights potential cultural differences that may suggest barriers to bullying 
prevention within the US.  
Both the trend findings from Article One and the overall (whole sample) findings of 
Article Three suggest that bullying among girls is on the rise within the US. This suggests 
something at the broader cultural level that might be influencing how girls are interacting with 
each other, such as cultural shifts in the avenues and opportunities made available to girls, which 
could result in increased competition that may play out through bullying.  
I found contrasting findings from Article One and Article Two in terms of verbal 
bullying. In Article One, I found that verbal bullying is decreasing, yet in Article Two, I found 
that it was not decreasing as a result of bullying prevention programs in the US, though it is 
internationally. This could suggest that the greater cultural awareness of bullying in the US has 
led to its decline, yet the implementation of bullying prevention programs is not necessarily 
contributing significantly to that decline. This could be due to prevention programs increasing 
youth awareness about what behaviors may constitute verbal bullying, thus canceling out any 
potential decline. In addition, US youth are exposed to numerous television shows and movies 
that normalize verbal bullying, which might impact how they view and interpret verbal bullying 
among their peers. Alternatively, US youth may be taking their verbal bullying online, which 
could also help account for the rise in cyberbullying. As discussed in several of the articles, there 
is a considerable overlap between cyberbullying and traditional forms of bullying (Kessel 
Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015). Cyberbullying 
typically encompasses both verbal and relational forms of bullying. Cyberbullying was not 
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included as a subtype of bullying in Article Two, so unfortunately, I cannot confirm this potential 
hypothesis.   
Future Research and Implications for Policy and Practice 
One question that has emerged from this dissertation is why there is a difference in 
prevention program outcomes within the US compared to internationally? Previous research 
(Evans et al., 2014; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011) has also found this to be the case, though this was 
the first study to isolate subtypes of bullying and analyze outcomes by gender. It is important to 
note that the programs within the US and those implemented internationally share many of the 
same program features and goals, so it is unlikely that a difference in programs alone accounts 
for this variation. This variation suggests that there is something different about schools in the 
US or about how programs are implemented in the US that has students responding differently to 
the prevention programs. Evans and colleagues (2014) have speculated that this may be due to 
the greater racial, socio-economic, and ethnic diversity in US schools, which might lead to a 
cultural mismatch among bullying prevention programs developed with more homogenous 
populations in mind. Additionally, Evans and colleagues (2014) argue that there is more relative 
poverty in the US, and that programs may struggle to reach youth who are suffering from the 
many adversities that are often associated with poverty. 
While certain subtypes of bullying might be declining in the US, it is still a significant 
issue for US youth that needs to be addressed. At this point, school-based bullying prevention 
programs are among the front line of bullying prevention efforts, and as such need to be tailored 
to US schools and US youth for maximum efficacy.  
Other future research questions that have emerged from this dissertation are about the 
difference in trends and prevention program outcomes for boys versus girls. Specifically, in why 
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there is a difference, but also in how to address this difference, and what features of prevention 
programs are able to effectively target bullying among both boys and girls. I intend to conduct 
additional research studies that explore programs and program features, as a way to determine 
which program features are most efficacious among girls and for verbal bullying victimization.  
The findings of this dissertation have strong implications for both policy and practice.  At 
the policy end, it appears that anti-bullying policies and movements towards condemning 
bullying have been somewhat effective. Multiple types of bullying are declining, particularly the 
most visible forms: physical and verbal bullying victimization. On the other hand, the more 
covert forms of bullying either have no clear trend or are actually increasing, as is the case for 
relational bullying victimization (no clear trend) and cyberbullying victimization (increasing). 
This has implications at both the policy and practice end: schools need to increase awareness and 
education surrounding these more covert forms of bullying to ensure that parents, youth, teachers 
and staff know how to identify them and how to address them. The findings from Article Two do 
suggest that prevention programs are having a positive impact on relational bullying 
victimization both within and outside the US, yet there is always still more that could be done.  
 Regarding the gaps in prevention programs found for verbal bullying victimization in the 
US, among girls, and in the US for both boys and girls, this information could be valuable at 
both the policy and practice levels as well. Schools could benefit from being made aware that 
despite implementing a prevention program, verbal bullying remains a problem, and that girls 
continue to report high rates of bullying victimization even after completing a prevention 
program. Programs can be tailored to better meet the needs of US youth, particularly girls, and 
teachers, parents, students, and staff can be made aware of the issue as well. Overall, despite 
improvements in bullying trends and promising findings regarding bullying prevention, bullying 
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still remains an issue for many youth, particularly in the US, and thus it is important to continue 
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B, Both; F, Female; M, Male; CV, Cyberbullying Victimization; CP, Cyberbullying Perpetration; V, Victimization; P, Perpetration; PV, Physical Victimization; 
VV, Verbal Victimization; RV, Relational Victimization; Y, Yes; N, No; 8, 8th and Below Only; 9, 9th and Above Only; O, Overlap; Ra, Random; NR, Non-
Random; Na, National; R, Regional; CS, Cross-Sectional; L, Longitudinal; PR, Peer-Reviewed; Rep, Report; S, School; ON, Online; M/A, Mixed/Ambiguous 
 
Unique Data Collection Projects  
• Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS)  
• California Healthy Kids (CHK) 
• Growing Up Media 
• Health Behavior of School Aged Children (HBSC)  
• Healthy Kids Colorado Survey (HKCS) 
• Maryland survey (no specific name)  
• MetroWest Survey  
• Maine Integrated Youth Health Survey (MIYHS) 
• Minnesota Student Survey (MSS) 
• Oregon Healthy Teens Survey (OHTS) 
• National Survey of Children’s Health (NSCH) 
• National Crime Victimization Survey, School Crime Supplement (NCVS SCS) 
• Oregon Student Wellness Survey (OSWS) 
• Youth Internet Safety Survey (YISS) 
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Appendix B.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: FTF Victimization, Gender – Combined (N- 499) Main effects 
(Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model   .03 -1.24- -1.14 0.00 .35 99.67 0.00 -1.19 
Year (Continuous) -.004 -
.008 
-.02-.01 .18 .35 99.67 0.00 5.86 
Wording (Bully- Ref) -.556*** .158 -.87- -025 12.45*** .34 99.67 0.02 -.65 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
                
          12 Months -.242* .094 -.43- -.06 6.56* .34 99.67 0.01 -.97 
          6 Months .012 .242 -.46-.49 0.00 .35 99.67 0.00 -1.19 
          Past couple of 
months 
-.845** .293 -1.42--.27 8.31** .34 99.66 0.01 -1.19 
Bullying Frequency 
(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
                
         Frequent (2 +) -.252 .159 -.56-.06 2.51 .34 99.66 0.00 -1.18 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
                
        9th and above 
only 
-.965*** .038 -1.04- -.89 653.77*** .15 99.43 0.57 -.52 
        Overlap -.221 .128 -.47-.03 2.98 .34 99.66 0.00 -1.18 
Sampling (non-
random-ref) 
                
        Random -.512*** .075 -.66- -.36 46.09*** .32 99.64 0.08 -.75 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
                
        Regional .343* .145 .06-.63 5.61* .34 99.66 0.01 -1.52 
Definition - Power -.434** .148 -.73- -.14 8.58** .34 99.65 0.02 -.77 
Definition - Provided -.012 .242 -.49-.16 0.00 .35 99.67 0.00 -1.18 
Definition - Repetition -.536** .170 -.87- -.20 9.88** .34 99.64 0.02 -.67 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
                
         Report .222 .134 -.04-.48 2.74 .34 99.66 0.00 -1.40 
Location (ref: school)         
         
Mixed/Ambiguous 
.383*** .101 .19-.58 14.52*** .34 99.66 0.03 -1.22 












Appendix C.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: Victimization, Male and Female (N- 874) Main effects (Logit event 
rate)  
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model   .02 -1.27- -
1.19 
0.00 .37 99.14 0.00 -1.23 
Year (Continuous) -.005 .007 -.02-.01 .60 .37 99.13 0.00 9.99 
Wording (Bully- 
Ref) 
-.644*** .125 -.889- -.40 26.65*** .36 99.10 0.03 -.61 
Time Frame (30 
days-ref) 
                
          12 Months -.609*** .137 -.88- -.34 19.83*** .36 99.11 0.02 -.64 
Grade (8th and 
below - Ref) 
                






1853.89*** .11 96.92 0.69 -.38 
Sampling (non-
random-ref) 
                
        Random -.526*** .109 -.74- -.31 23.44*** .36 99.12 0.03 -.73 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
                
        Regional .179 .194 -.20-.56 .85 .37 99.13 0.00 -1.41 
Definition - Power -.152 .217 -.58-.27 .49 .37 99.14 0.00 -1.09 
Type of Article 
(peer review -ref) 
                
         Report -.152 .217 -.58-.27 .49 .37 99.14 0.00 -1.09 
Gender (ref-
Female) 
-.281*** .041 -.36- -.20 48.03*** .35 99.10 0.05 -1.10 
Location (ref- 
school) 
        
       
Mixed/Ambiguous 
.644*** .125 .40-.89 26.65*** .36 99.10 0.03 -1.25 

















Univariate Meta-Regression: Cyberbullying Victimization, Gender – Combined (N- 392) Main 
Effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariates Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model  -
1.755*** 
.020 -1.79- -1.72 
 
.15 99.01 0.00  
Year (Continuous) .034*** .008 .02-.05 19.63*** .14 98.96 0.05 -.69.14 
Wording (Bully- Ref) .63** .230 .18-1.08 7.56** .15 99.01 0.02 -2.38 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
                
          12 Months .49*** .066 .36-.62 53.78*** .13 98.76 0.12 -2.20 
          6 Months -.85*** .172 -1.18- -.51 24.38*** .14 98.99 0.06 -1.74 
Bullying Frequency 
(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
                
         Frequent (2 or 
more) 
-.92*** .115 -1.14- -.69 63.12*** .13 98.52 0.14 -1.73 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
                
        9th and above only -.209*** .042 -.29- -.13 25.28*** .14 99.00 0.06 -1.61 
        Overlap -.877*** .079 -1.03- -.72 124.76*** .11 98.44 0.25 -1.71 
Sampling (non-
random-ref) 
                
        Random .172** .066 .04-.30 6.80** .15 98.93 0.02 -1.91 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
                
        Regional .547*** .104 .34-.75 27.62*** .14 99.01 0.06 -2.28 
Definition - Power .252** .078 .10-.41 10.36** .15 99.01 0.02 -1.99 
Definition - Provided .390*** .109 .18-.60 12.98*** .13 98.99 0.03 -2.13 
Definition - Repetition .337*** .084 .17-.50 16.06*** .14 98.99 0.04 -2.07 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
                
         Report .637*** .086 .47-.81 54.31*** .13 98.83 0.12 -2.36 

















Appendix E.  
Univariate Meta-regression: Cyberbullying Victimization, Male and Female (N- 706) Main 
effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model -1.77*** .02 -1.81- -
1.73 
  .27 98.65 0.00   
Year (Continuous) .006 .01 -.01-.02 .41  .27 98.65 0.00 -13.03 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
                
          12 Months .139  .13 -.12-.40 1.10  .27 98.61 0.00 -1.90*** 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
                
        9th and above 
only 
-.404*** .04 -.49- -.32 89.97*** .24 98.53 0.12 -1.47*** 
Sampling (non-
random-ref) 
                
        Random .027 .11 -.19-.24 0.06  .27 98.62 0.00 -1.79*** 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
                
        Regional .006 .19 -.36-.37 0.00  .27 98.65 0.00 -1.77*** 
Definition - Power .027 .11 -.19-.24 0.06  .27 98.62 0.00 -1.79*** 
Definition - Provided .139 .13 -.12-.40 1.10  .27 98.61 0.00 -1.90*** 
Definition - Repetition .139 .13 -.12-.40 1.10  .27 98.61 0.00 -1.90*** 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
                
         Report -.196 .19 -.56-.17 1.11  .27 98.65 0.00 -1.57*** 
Gender (ref-female) -.751*** .03 -.81- -.70 723.85*** .13 97.09 0.53 -1.39*** 


















Appendix F.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: Physical Bullying Victimization, Gender-Combined (N- 32) Main 
effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model -1.63 .14 -1.90- -1.36 0.00 .61 99.8
8 
0.00  







.27 .32 -.36-.89 .69 .61 99.8
9 
0.00 -1.83 
Time Frame (30 
days-ref) 
        









(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
        
         Frequent (2 or 
more) 
-.23 .30 -.82-.36 .6 .62 99.8
9 
0.00 -1.56 
Grade (8th and below 
- Ref) 
        
        9th and above 
only 
.09 .30 -.20-.68 .09 .63 99.8
7 
0.00 -1.66 





        





        
        Regional 1.04** .34 .37-1.70 9.39** .48 99.8
8 
0.21 -2.51 
Definition - Power .77** .25 .28-1.26 9.60** .48 99.8
8 
0.22 -2.09 





.77** .25 .28-1.26 9.60** .48 99.8
8 
0.22 -2.09 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
        
         Report .23 .30 -.36-.82 .6 .62 99.8
9 
0.00 -1.79 








Appendix G.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: Verbal Bullying Victimization, Gender – Combined (N- 23) Main 
effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model -1.80 .09 -1.98- -1.61 0.00 .20 99.81 0.00  
Year (Continuous) -0.09*** .02 -.13- -.05 19.11*** .11 99.71 0.45 179.23 
Wording (Bully- Ref) 0.41* .18 .06-.76 5.37* .16 99.78 0.17 -2.06 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
        
          6 Months 0.24 .22 -.20-.67 1.11 .19 99.82 0.01 -1.85 
Bullying Frequency 
(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
        
         Frequent (2 or 
more) 
0.22 .18 -.15-.58 1.37 .19 99.79 0.02 -1.89 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
        
        9th and above only -0.76*** .19 -1.13- -.40 16.86*** .11 99.67 0.42 -1.66 
        Overlap 0.41* .18 .06-.76 5.37* .16 99.78 0.17 -2.06 
Sampling (non-random-
ref) 
        
        Random 0.24 .22 -.20-.67 1.11 .19 99.82 0.01 -1.85 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
        
        Regional -0.24 .22 -.67-.20 1.11 .19 99.82 0.01 -1.61 
Definition - Power 0.22 .18 -.15-.58 1.37 .19 99.79 0.02 -1.89 
Definition - Provided 0.22 .18 -.15-.58 1.37 .19 99.79 0.02 -1.89 
Definition - Repetition 0.22 .18 -.15-.58 1.37 .19 99.79 0.02 -1.89 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
        
         Report -0.22 .18 -.58-.15 1.37 .19 99.79 0.02 -1.67 




















Appendix H.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: Relational Bullying Victimization, Gender-Combined (N- 38), 
Main effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 Analog Intercept 
Intercept Model  .10 -1.20- -.80 0.00 .40 99.84 0.00 -1.00 
Year (Continuous) -0.06 .03 -.12-.002 3.50 .38 99.83 0.06 115.44 
Wording (Bully- Ref) 0.04 .26 -.46-.55 .03 .41 99.84 0.00 -1.04 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
        
          12 Months 0.90*** .15 .60-1.20 34.53*** .21 99.77 0.48 -1.35 
          6 Months -1.34*** .22 -1.76- -.91 38.07*** .20 99.82 0.50 -.83 
Bullying Frequency 
(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
        
         Frequent (2 or 
more) 
-0.28 .23 -.74-.17 1.50 .40 99.83 0.01 -.93 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
        
        9th and above only 0.36 .21 -.05-.77 2.96 .38 99.84 0.05 -1.13 
        Overlap -0.87*** .16 -1.18--.56 30.19*** .23 99.81 0.44 -.66 
Sampling (non-random-
ref) 
        
        Random -1.34*** .22 -1.76- -.91 38.07*** .20 99.82 0.50 -.83 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
        
        Regional 1.34*** .22 .91-1.76 38.07*** .20 99.82 0.50 -2.16 
Definition - Power 0.71*** .19 .34-1.07 14.42*** .30 99.84 0.27 -1.47 
Definition - Provided 0.71*** .19 .34-1.07 14.42*** .30 99.84 0.27 -1.47 
Definition - Repetition 0.71*** .19 .34-1.07 14.42*** .30 99.84 0.27 -1.47 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
        
         Report 0.28 .23 -.17-.74 1.50 .40 99.83 0.01 -1.21 












Appendix I.  
Univariate Meta-Regression: Face-to-Face Bullying Perpetration, Gender-Combined (N- 33), 
Main effects (Logit event rate) 
Covariate Coef  SE 95% CI F T2 I2 R2 
Analog 
Intercept 
Intercept Model  .09 -2.08- -1.74 0.00 .25 99.86 0.00 -1.91 
Year (Continuous) -0.05* .02 -.08- -.01 6.02* .21 99.82 0.14 88.87 
Wording (Bully- Ref) 0.19 .18 -.17-.55 1.06 .25 99.80 0.00 -2.04 
Time Frame (30 days-
ref) 
        
          12 Months 0.76*** .14 .48-1.05 28.33*** .13 99.80 0.46 -2.12 
          Past couple of 
months 
-0.16 .27 -.68-.37 0.33 .25 99.86 0.00 -1.89 
Bullying Frequency 
(Yes-1 or more- ref) 
        
         Frequent (2 or 
more) 
-0.23 .17 -.57-.11 1.79 .24 99.86 0.02 -1.80 
Grade (8th and below - 
Ref) 
        
        9th and above only -0.29 .22 -.72-.15 1.67 .24 99.85 0.02 -1.86 
        Overlap -0.02 .18 -.37-.33 0.02 .26 99.86 0.00 -1.90 
Sampling (non-random-
ref) 
        
        Random 0.31 .19 -.06-.69 2.74 .24 99.85 0.05 -2.00 
Sample Location 
(National-ref) 
        
        Regional -0.31 .19 -.69-.06 2.74 .24 99.85 0.05 -1.68 
Definition - Power -0.13 .17 -.47-.21 0.55 .25 99.86 0.00 -1.84 
Definition - Provided 0.32 .18 -.04-.68 2.98 .23 99.85 0.06 -2.13 
Definition - Repetition -0.02 .18 -.37-.33 0.02 .26 99.86 0.00 -1.90 
Type of Article (peer 
review -ref) 
        
         Report 0.02 .18 -.33-.37 0.02 .26 99.86 0.00 -1.92 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
